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Abstract 

This  resource  management  plan  and  environmental  impact  statement  describes  and 
analyzes  five  alternative  plans  for  managing  264,481  acres  of  BLM  - 
administered  surface  lands  and  648,901  acres  of  Federal  mineral  estate  in  the 
Pocatello  Resource  Area  of  the  Idaho  Falls  District.   Alternative  A  would 
continue  present  management.   Alternative  B,  the  Proposed  Plan,  would  allow 
production  and  use  of  commodity  resources  while  protecting  natural  systems  for 
nonconsumptive  resource  uses.   Alternative  C  would  emphasize  increases  in 
commodity  production,  consumptive  uses  and  more  intensive  development. 
Alternative  D  emphasizes  nonconsumptive  uses,  favors  wildlife  and  fisheries 
habitat  enhancement,  recreational  values,  cultural  resource  management,  and 
watershed  protection.   Alternative  E  emphasizes  mineral  development  on  the 
public  lands.   The  objective  is  to  manage  the  Federal  mineral  estate  to  allow 
optimum  exploration  and  development,  while  minimizing  unnecessary  impacts  to 
other  resources. 
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SUMMARY  OF  PROPOSED  PLAN  AND  ALTERNATIVES 


The  Pocatello  Resource  Management  Plan  RMP  is  being  prepared  to  provide  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Idaho  Falls  District  Office,  with  a  comprehensive 
framework  for  managing  264,481  acres  of  BLM-administered  public  land  over  the 
next  15  or  more  years.   With  increasing  demands  for  various  resources,  prudent 
stewardship  of  public  lands  can  no  longer  be  accomplished  without 
comprehensive  land  use  planning. 

The  Pocatello  Draft  RMP/EIS  published  January  1987  was  divided  into  three 
parts. 

Part  I  of  this  document  is  the  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the 
Pocatello  Resource  Area,  Idaho  Falls  District  (see  Map  1  for  location). 

Part  II  of  this  document  is  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  which  deals 
with  the  expected  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  alternatives. 
Each  alternative  represents  a  possible  plan  for  the  Pocatello  Resource 
Area.   Alternative  B  is  the  preferred  alternative. 

Part  III,  Appendix,  consists  of  specific  data  on  which  Part  I  and  Part  II 
are  based.   More  detailed  information  is  available  for  inspection  at  the 
Idaho  Falls  District  Office. 

This  Proposed  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  uses  an 
abbreviated  format.   The  BLM  considered  all  of  the  comments  received  by  letter 
and  at  two  hearings  (refer  to  Public  Comment  and  Review).   After  a  thorough 
review  of  the  Draft  and  an  analysis  of  all  of  the  comments,  BLM  has  chosen  to 
adopt  Alternative  B,  with  some  minor  additions  and  corrections,  as  the 
proposed  plan  for  the  area.   Alternative  B  was  identified  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
as  BLM's  Preferred  Alternative.   Table  S.l  shows  outputs  or  actions  for  all  of 
the  alternatives  analyzed  and  a  narrative  summary  follows. 


ISSUES 


The  following  planning  issues  were  identified  through  public  participation. 
The  issues  presented  here  are  those  that  received  major  emphasis  in  the  public 
responses  and  that  require  a  land  use  decision  in  the  RMP. 

Two  of  the  issues  primarily  dealt  with  BLM  policy.   As  a  result,  these  issues 
were  addressed  in  the  Standard  Operating  Procedures  section  of  this  document. 
These  two  issues  are:   the  Control  of  Grasshoppers  and  Noxious  Weeds  on  Public 
Lands  and  Shoshone-Bannock  Off-Reservation  Rights. 

Availability  of  Lands  for  Phosphate,  Competitive  and  Non-Competitive  Leasing 
and  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing. 

1.  What  public  lands  are  open  to  leasing? 

2.  What  is  the  mineral  potential  of  the  public  lands  open  to  leasing? 


3.   What  special  restriction  should  be  placed  on  mineral  leasing  to 
protect  other  resources? 

Mineral  Development 

1.  Should  specific  public  lands  be  closed  to  mineral  development  and 
exploration? 

2.  What  special  conditions  should  be  placed  on  mineral  exploration  and 
development? 

Land  Ownership  Adjustments 

1.  What  public  lands  should  be  transferred  out  of  public  ownership  or 
consolidated  with  other  public  lands? 

2.  What  should  be  done  with  isolated  public  land  tracts? 

3.  Which  public  lands  have  rights-of-way  restrictions? 
Rangeland  Management 

1.  How  should  the  range  resource  be  managed  to  meet  existing  and  future 
livestock  demands? 

2.  How  much  forage  should  be  designated  for  livestock  use? 

3.  What  special  conditions  should  be  placed  on  livestock  grazing? 
Protection  of  Wildlife  Habitat 

1.  How  should  the  range  resource  be  managed  to  meet  existing  and  future 
wildlife  demands? 

2.  How  much  forage  should  be  designated  for  wildlife  use? 

Off-Road-Vehicle  use  on  Public  Lands 

What  areas  should  be  designated  as  open,  closed,  or  limited  to  motorized 
vehicles? 

Timber  and  Firewood  Utilization 

1.  Should  any  areas  be  closed  to  timber  harvesting? 

2.  Should  restrictions  be  placed  on  timber  harvesting? 
Protection  of  Riparian  Habitat  and  Water  Quality 

1.   Which  riparian  areas  need  to  be  improved  and  which  maintained? 


2.   What  special  management  conditions  should  be  placed  on  riparian  areas? 
Legal  and  Physical  Access  to  Public  Lands 

1.  What  public  lands  need  public  access? 

2.  How  many  acres  of  public  land  would  be  made  available  to  the  public  as 
a  result  or  acquiring  additional  access? 

ALTERNATIVES 


Five  alternatives  were  considered  in  developing  the  Pocatello  RMP.   These 
alternatives  comply  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  address  the 
issues  identified.   One  alternative  considered  but  not  developed  for  the  RMP 
was  the  No  Grazing  Alternative.   The  alternatives,  general  guidelines  for 
developing  alternatives,  key  management  actions,  and  a  brief  discussion  of 
alternatives  are  discussed  below. 

Alternative  A 

This  alternative  represents  the  existing  situation  and  serves  as  the  baseline 
for  analyzing  other  alternatives.   The  present  level  of  management  on  the 
public  lands  would  be  continued,  while  measures  would  be  taken  to  prevent  or 
correct  deteriorating  conditions.   Any  changes  in  management  would  be  brought 
about  through  monitoring  studies  and  the  environmental  analysis  process.   All 
proposed  changes  would  be  handled  on  a  case  by  case  basis. 

As  defined  by  BLM  policy,  Alternative  A  is  the  proposed  alternative  for 
livestock  grazing.   However,  Alternative  B  has  been  selected  as  the  proposed 
plan. 

Management  Action  Summary 

A  total  of  604,064  acres  would  be  open  to  non-energy  leasables  (phosphate)  and 
38,895  acres  would  be  closed.   There  would  be  354,508   acres  open  to  fluid 
mineral  leasing,  329,687  acres  open  to  fluid  mineral  leasing  with  seasonal  and 
standard  stipulations,  and  24,821  acres  open  with  No-Surface-Occupancy 
restrictions.   A  total  of  38,895  acres  would  be  closed  to  fluid  mineral 
leasing.   A  total  of  330,250  acres  would  be  open  to  locatable  mineral  entry 
and  57,211  acres  closed.   For  mineral  materials,  318,857  acres  would  be  open 
and  68,604  acres  closed. 

Approximately  22,229  acres  would  be  identified  for  disposal  (transfer  out  of 
public  ownership)  through  sale,  exchanges  or  the  Recreation  and  Public 
Purposes  Act  process.   About  242,252  acres  would  be  identified  for  retention 
in  Federal  ownership.   Approximately  228,322  acres  would  be  open  for 
rignts-of -way  application. 


Alternative  A  would  provide  24,061  AUMs  of  livestock  forage  in  the  short-term 
(1-5  years)  and  24,361  AUMs  in  the  long-term. 

Alternative  A  would  provide  forage  for  516  elk  and  6,748   deer.   Approximately 
78,007  acres  of  big  game  range  would  be  maintained  in  satisfactory  condition. 

Under  this  Alternative,  198,350  acres  would  be  designated  open  to  ORVs,  320 
acres  would  be  closed,  and  there  would  be  65,811  acres  with  limited 
restrictions. 

Approximately  13,467  acres  of  public  forest  land  would  be  open  to  commercial 
harvest  under  existing  regulations,  restrictions,  and  stipulations.   There 
would  also  be  28,210  acres  of  woodlands  available  for  public  use. 

Under  Alternative  A,  87.97  miles  of  stream  would  be  managed  to  maintain 
existing  fisheries,  water  quality  and  riparian  habitat  in  current  satisfactory 
condition.   An  additional  3.15  miles  of  stream  would  be  improved. 

Environmental  Consequences  Summary 

In  Alternative  A,  the  acres  of  land  available  for  mineral  development  would 
remain  the  same.   There  would  be  a  moderate  decrease  in  the  acres  of  land 
retained  in  public  ownership.   There  would  be  a  moderate  increase  in  livestock 
AUMs  and  range  condition  would  remain  basically  the  same.   There  would  be  no 
changes  in  wildlife  habitat  conditions  and  forage  would  be  available  for 
existing  populations.   Water  quality  would  continue  to  decrease  in  areas 
currently  in  a  downward  trend.   Recreation  opportunities  would  remain  the  same, 

Alternative  B  (Proposed  Plan) 

This  alternative  represents  a  mix  of  resource  uses  that  takes  a  balanced 
approach  to  public  land  management.   Production  and  use  of  commodity  resources 
and  commercial  use  authorizations  would  occur,  but  fragile  resources,  wildlife 
habitat,  cultural  values,  and  other  nonconsumptive  resource  uses  would  be 
protected.   It  would  require  funding  at  approximately  the  present  level. 

Management  Action  Summary 

A  total  of  598,581  acres  would  be  open  to  non-energy  leasables  and  44,378 
acres  would  be  closed.   There  would  be  354,508  acres  open  to  fluid  mineral 
leasing,  324,009  acres  open  with  seasonal  and  standard  stipulations  and  30,499 
acres  open  with  no-surface-occupancy  restrictions.   A  total  of  38,895  acres 
would  be  closed  to  fluid  mineral  leasing.   A  total  of  329,273  acres  would  be 
open  to  locatable  mineral  entry  and  58,188  acres  closed.   For  mineral 
materials,  311,793  acres  would  be  open  and  75,668  acres  closed  (refer  to 
Appendix  J). 

Approximately  17,068  acres  would  be  identified  for  disposal  through  sale, 
exchange  or  the  R&PP  process.   About  247,413  acres  would  be  identified  for 
retention.   Approximately  191,561  acres  would  be  open  for  rights-of-way 
application. 


Alternative  B  would  provide  29,969  AUMs  of  livestock  forage  in  the  short-term 
and  34,276  AUMs  in  the  long-term. 

Alternative  B  would  provide  forage  for  543  elk  and  7,105  deer.   Approximately 
82,138  acres  of  big  game  range  would  be  maintained  in  satisfactory  condition. 

Under  this  Alternative,  75,115  acres  would  be  designated  open  to  ORVs,  3,537 
acres  would  be  closed,  and  185,829  acres  would  have  limited  restrictions. 

Approximately  13,255  acres  of  public  forest  land  would  be  open  to  commercial 
harvest  under  existing  regulations,  restrictions,  and  stipulations.   There 
would  also  be  28,011  acres  of  woodlands  available  for  public  use. 

Under  Alternative  B,  70.89  miles  of  stream  would  be  managed  to  maintain 
existing  fisheries,  water  quality,  and  riparian  habitat  in  the  current 
satisfactory  condition.   An  additional  22.70  miles  of  stream  would  be  improved, 

Under  Alternative  B,  public  access  would  be  obtained  to  approximately  37,300 
acres  of  public  land. 

Environmental  Consequences  Summary 

Under  Alternative  B,  there  would  be  a  minor  decrease  in  the  amount  of  land 
available  for  minerals  development.   There  would  be  a  minor  decrease  in  lands 
available  for  transfer  from  Federal  ownership.   Range  conditions  would  improve 
due  to  vegetation  manipulations  and  range  improvements.   Livestock  AUMs  would 
show  a  moderate  increase.   Deer  and  elk  numbers  would  increase.   There  would 
also  be  a  minor  increase  in  big  game  habitat.   Acres  designated  open  for  ORVs 
would  decrease  and  increase  for  limited  designation.   Commercial  forest  lands 
available  for  management  would  increase.   There  would  be  a  moderate  increase 
in  water  quality,  fisheries,  and  riparian  condition.   Economic  conditions 
would  improve  over  the  existing  situation  with  a  possible  increase  of  32 
jobs.   Resource  management  efficiency  would  be  improved  through  increased 
legal  access  without  significantly  increasing  adverse  environmental 
consequences. 

Alternative  C 

Alternative  C  favors  production  and  use  of  commodity  resources  and  commercial 
use  authorizations.   Management  direction  would  favor  higher  livestock 
stocking  levels,  more  range  improvements,  land  disposal  for  agricultural 
development,  and  transfer  of  isolated  or  difficult  to  manage  parcels  out  of 
Federal  ownership.   Restrictions  on  mining,  mineral  leasing,  mineral  material 
removal,  and  ORV  use  would  be  minimized. 

Management  Action  Summary 

A  total  of  604,064  acres  would  be  open  to  non-energy  leasable  and  38,895  acres 
would  be  closed.   There  would  be  361,508  acres  open  to  fluid  mineral  leasing, 
332,587  acres  open  with  seasonal  and  standard  stipulations,  and  28,921  acres 
open  with  No-Surface-Occupancy.   A  total  of  31,895  acres  would  be  closed  to 


fluid  mineral  leasing.   A  total  of  330,250  acres  would  be  open  to  locatable 
mineral  entry  and  57,211  acres  closed.   For  mineral  materials,  313,788  acres 
would  be  open  and  73,673  acres  closed. 

Approximately  23,098  acres  would  be  identified  for  disposal  through  sale, 
exchange  or  R&PP  process.   About  241,383  acres  would  be  identified  for 
retention.   Approximately  221,521  acres  would  be  open  for  rights-of-way 
application. 

Alternative  C  would  provide  31,251  AUMs  of  livestock  forage  in  the  short-term 
and  36,990  AUMs   in  the  long-term. 

Alternative  C  would  provide  forage  for  510  elk  and  6,662  deer.   Approximately 
77,019  acres  of  big  game  range  would  be  maintained  in  satisfactory  condition. 

Under  this  Alterative,  198,350  acres  would  be  designated  open  to  ORVs,  320 
acres  would  be  closed,  and  65,811  acres  would  have  limited  restrictions. 

Approximately  10,757  acres  of  public  forest  land  would  be  open  to  commercial 
harvest  under  existing  regulations,  restrictions,  and  stipulations.   There 
would  also  be  26,706  acres  of  woodlands  available  for  public  use. 

Under  Alternative  C,  64.04  miles  of  stream  would  be  managed  to  maintain 
existing  fisheries,  water  quality,  and  riparian  habitat  in  current 
satisfactory  condition.   No  additional  miles  of  stream  would  be  improved. 

Access  would  be  acquired  to  approximately  37,300  acres  of  public  land. 

Environmental  Consequences  Summary 

Under  Alternative  C,  there  would  be  a  minor  increase  in  the  amount  of  land 
available  for  minerals  management.   There  would  be  a  moderate  increase  in 
lands  available  for  transfer  from  Federal  ownership.   Range  condition  and 
livestock  AUMs  would  show  a  moderate  increase.   Deer  and  elk  numbers  would 
decrease.   There  would  also  be  a  minor  decrease  in  big  game  habitat.   Acres 
designated  open  for  ORVs  would  increase  and  decrease  for  limited  designation. 
Commercial  forest  lands  available  for  management  would  decrease.   There  would 
be  a  decrease  in  water  quality,  fisheries,  and  riparian  condition.   Economic 
conditions  would  show  an  increase  for  the  area,  same  as  Alternative  B. 

Alternative  D 

Alternative  D  emphasizes  wildlife  and  fisheries  habitat  enhancement, 
recreational  values,  cultural  resources  management,  and  watershed  protection. 

Management  Action  Summary 

A  total  of  598,581  acres  would  be  open  to  non-energy  leasables  and  44,378 
acres  would  be  closed.   There  would  be  354,508  acres  open  to  fluid  mineral 
leasing,  313,799  acres  open  with  seasonal  and  standard  stipulations,  and 


40,709  acres  open  with  No-Surface-Occupancy.   A  total  of  38,895  acres  would  be 
closed  to  fluid  mineral  leasing.   A  total  of  329,273  acres  would  be  open  to 
locatable  mineral  entry  and  58,188  acres  closed.   For  mineral  materials, 
301,583  acres  would  be  open  and  85,878  acres  closed. 

Approximately  8,124  acres  would  be  identified  for  disposal  through  sale, 
exchange,  or  the  R&PP  process.   About  256,357  acres  would  be  identified  for 
retention.   Approximately  178,916  acres  would  be  open  for  rights-of-way 
application. 

Alternative  D  would  provide  28,840  AUMs  of  livestock  forage  in  the  short-term 
and  29,519  AUMs   in  the  long-term. 

Alternative  D  would  provide  forage  for  554  elk  and  7,243  deer.   Approximately 
83,731  acres  of  big  game  range  would  be  maintained  in  satisfactory  condition. 

Under  this  Alternative,  22,676  acres  would  be  designated  open  to  ORVs,  47,972 
acres  would  be  closed,  and  193,833  acres  would  have  limited  restrictions. 

Approximately  13,255  acres  of  public  forest  land  would  be  open  to  commercial 
harvest  under  existing  regulations,  restrictions,  and  stipulations.   There 
would  also  be  28,210  acres  of  woodlands  available  for  public  use. 

Under  Alternative  D,  59.64  miles  of  stream  would  be  managed  to  maintain 
existing  fisheries,  water  quality,  and  riparian  habitat  in  current 
satisfactory  condition.   An  additional  34.15  miles  of  stream  would  be  improved. 

Access  would  be  acquired  to  approximately  37,300  acres  of  public  land. 

Environmental  Consequences  Summary 

Under  Alternative  D  lands  available  for  minerals  management  would  decrease. 
There  would  be  a  decrease  in  lands  available  for  transfer  from  Federal 
ownership.   Range  conditions  would  improve  and  livestock  AUMs  would  show  a 
minor  decrease.   Deer  and  elk  numbers  would  increase.   There  would  also  be  a 
minor  increase  in  big  game  habitat.   Acres  designated  open  for  ORVs  would 
decrease  and  increase  for  limited  designations.   Commercial  forest  lands 
available  for  management  would  remain  about  the  same.   There  would  be  a  major 
increase  in  water  quality,  fisheries,  and  riparian  conditions.   The  economic 
conditions  project  an  increase  over  the  existing  situation,  but  a  decrease 
when  compared  to  Alternatives  B,  C  and  E. 

Alternative  E 

Alternative  E  emphasizes  mineral  development  on  the  public  lands.   The 
objective  is  to  manage  the  Federal  mineral  estate  to  allow  optimum  exploration 
and  development,  while  minimizing  unnecessary  impacts  to  other  resources. 


Management  Action  Summary 

A  total  of  614,578  acres  would  be  open  to  non-energy  leasables  and  28,381 
acres  would  be  closed.   There  would  be  361,508  acres  open  to  fluid  mineral 
leasing,  332,587  acres  open  with  seasonal  and  standard  stipulations,  and 
28,921  acres  open  with  No-Surface-Occupancy.   A  total  of  31,895  acres  would  be 
closed  to  fluid  mineral  leasing.   A  total  of  330,250  acres  would  be  open  to 
locatable  mineral  entry  and  57,211  acres  closed.   For  mineral  materials, 
313,788  acres  would  be  open  and  73,673  acres  closed. 

Approximately  17,585  acres  would  be  identified  for  disposal  through  sale, 
exchange,  or  the  R&PP  process.   About  246,896  acres  would  be  identified  for 
retention.   Approximately  221,521  acres  would  be  open  for  rights-of-way 
application. 

Alternative  E  would  provide  29,969  AUMs  of  livestock  forage  in  the  short-term 
and  34,276  AUMs  in  the  long-term. 

Alternative  E  would  provide  forage  for  555  elk  and  7,251  deer.   Approximately 
83,822  acres  of  big  game  range  would  be  maintained  in  satisfactory  condition. 

Under  this  Alternative,  198,350  acres  would  be  designated  open  to  ORVs,  320 
acres  would  be  closed,  and  65,811  acres  would  have  limited  restrictions. 

Approximately  10,757  acres  of  public  forest  land  would  be  open  to  commercial 
harvest  under  existing  regulations,  restrictions,  and  stipulations.   There 
would  also  be  27,106  acres  of  woodlands  available  for  public  use. 

Under  Alternative  E,  83.84  miles  of  stream  would  be  managed  to  maintain 
existing  fisheries,  water  quality,  and  riparian  habitat  in  the  current 
satisfactory  condition.   An  additional  6.75  miles  of  stream  would  be  improved. 

Access  would  be  acquired  to  approximately  37,300  acres  of  public  land. 

Environmental  Consequences  Summary 

Under  Alternative  E,  there  would  be  an  increase  in  the  amount  of  land 
available  for  minerals  management.   There  would  be  a  decrease  in  lands 
available  for  transfer  from  Federal  ownership.   Range  conditions  would 
increase  and  livestock  AUMs  would  show  a  minor  increase.   Deer  and  elk  numbers 
would  increase  slightly  due  to  improvements.   Acres  designated  open  for  ORVs 
would  be  the  same  as  Alternatives  C.   Commercial  forest  lands  available  for 
management  would  also  be  the  same  as  Alternative  C.   There  would  be  a  minor 
increase  in  water  quality,  fisheries,  and  riparian  condition  over  the  existing 
situation.   The  economic  conditions  would  improve  over  the  existing  situation. 


TABLE  S. 1 
ALTERNATIVE  SUMMARY  TABLE 


Management  Objective/Action A 

MINERALS  M;  fJAGEMENT  ~~     — 


(Existing)     (Preferred)    (Production)   (Protection)   (Minerals) 
Alternative    Alternative    Alternative    Alternative    Alternative 
B C D E 


A.  Leasable  Minerals 

1)  Non-Energy  Leasables 

Acres  Closed 33,895 44,378 38,895 44,378        28  381 

Non-Discretionary 28,381        28,381         23,381       ~28TTiT 23  381 

Discretionary 10,514        15,997        10,514        15,997  Q 

Acres  Open 604,064        598,581        604,064        598,531        614  578 

2)  Fluid  Leasables  Oil  and  Gas/Geothermal  "  — "~ 

Acres  Closed 38,895 38,895 31,895 38,895        31  895 

Non-Discretionary 28,381        28,381        23,381      ~~28T3sl 28,381 

Discretionary 10,514        10,514         3,514        10,514 3^TT7" 

AcreS  °Pen 354,508        354,508        361,508        JIITToi 361, SOo 

No  Surface  Occupancy 24,821        30,499        28,921        40,709        28.921 

Seasonal  and  Standard  Stipulations  329,687        324,009       332,587       313,799       332's87 

B.  Locatable  Minerals  —         ~~ ! '- 

11  Acres  Closed  to  Entry 57,211 58,188 57,211        58,188        57  211 

Congressional 0  0  q  0 5 

Executive  Branch  Agency  51,015        51,015        51,015        51,015        5lTbTT 

„,        — 6,196 7,173 6,196 7,173  6*196 

2)    Acres   Open    to    Entry 330,250  329,273  33o7250~  329,273 330    25G 

C.  Mineral   Materials  "  — 

l)    Acres    Closed    to    Disposal: 68,604 75,668 73,673 85,878  73    673 

Non-Discretionary 66,155  66,155  66,155  66,155 66,'l55 

Discretionary 2,449  9,513  7,518  19,723 TTlT 

2)    Acres   Available    for    Disposal  318,857  311,793  313,788  301,533 3i3'768 

LANDS  " -—- ' 

A.  Disposal  Areas 

Total  Disposal  (Sales,  exchanges  and  RJ.PP)  (  Acres)  22,  229 17,068 23,098         6  124        17  585 

B-  Retain  in  Public  Ownership  (Acres) 242,252        247,413        241,383 25b',  357 246*896 

C.  Leases/Permits  (Acres,  403  4Q3   j-yy^ — =-— 

I'    Acguire  (Acres)  3-554         19>567        2?>367  ^ 

E.  Acres  Available  for  Rights-of-Way  (ROW)  ~ ■ 

Applications 

11  Open  to  ROW  Application 228,322 191,561 221,521 178,916       221  521 

21  Open  with  Restriction  24,821         42,251         31,622        40,231        31*622 

3)  Closed  to  ROW  Application  11,338         30,669        11,338        45,  334        11*338 

RANGE  MANAGEMENT 


B. 


1) 

Available  Acreaqe 

212 

098 

217,728 

227,201 

209,974 

218,174 

2) 

Closed/Restricted  Acreage 

10 

1,810 

307 

1,810 

500 

3) 

Unallotted  Acreage 

15 

400 

7,200 

0 

15,400 

7,200 

4) 

Unsuitable  Acreage 

23 

566 

23,566 

23,566 

23,566 

23,566 

Range 

1) 

Improvements 

Brush  Control/Seeding  (Acres) 

0 

11,240 

17,600 

0 

11,240 

2) 

Water  Facilities  (Each) 

20 

54 

76 

76 

54 

3) 

Fences  (Miles) 

8 

10 

45 

32 

10 

4) 

Acres  of  Disturbed  Restored 

100 

1,500 

800 

1,500 

300 

Preference 

1)  Active  (AUMs) 

29 

151 

29, 151 

29,151 

29,151 

29,151 

2) 

AUM  Change  after  Implementation 

24 

061 

29,969 

31,251 

28,340 

29, 969 

3) 

Percent  Change  from  Existing 

1/1-17.5%) 

2/0% 

(+2.3%) +20% 

(+7%)+23. 1% 

(-1.1% )+16.6% 

(+2.8%)+19.8% 

4) 

Future  (+15  Years) 

24 

361 

34,276 

36,990 

29,51? 

34, 276 

5) 

Future  %  Change  from  Existing 

(-16.5%) 

t-1.3% 

(+13%)  +3  0% 

(+21. 2%)+35% 

(+2.4%)+13.5% 

+12.6%)+29.  ?% 

Allotment  Categorization 
1)  Maintain 

88 

88 

88 

83 

88 

2) 

Improve 

168 

168 

168 

163 

163 

3)  Custodial 159 1_59 Vh9 159 159 

WILDLIFE  MANAGEMENT 
A.  Numbers  of  Animals 


1)  Elk 

516 

543 

510 

554 

555 

2)  Mule  Deer 

6,748 

7,  105 

6,662 

7,243 

7,251 

Habitat  Acres 

1)  Big  Game  Winter  Ra 
Sat isf actory 

nge 

78,007 

82,138 

77,019 

83,731 

83,822 

Unsat isf actory 

6,100 

3,682 

8,301 

1,991 

4,  353 

2)  Sage  Grouse 
Sat  isf actory 

62,310 

63,320 

58,470 

65,526 

63, 673 

Unsat isf actory 

7,355 

5,640 

10,450 

3,  394 

5,722 

3)  Sharptail  Grouse 
Sat isf actory 

23,867 

26,072 

25,789 

26,170 

26,072 

Unsat isf actory 

3,130 

3,245 

3,528 

3,174 

3,245 

Wildlife  Improvements 
1)  Water  Sources  (Guz 

zlers) 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2)  Fences  (Miles) 

4 

6 

4 

6 

6 

3)  Bitterbrush  Planting 

(Acres) 

40 

417 

417 

597 

417 

4)  Goose  Nest  Platforms 4 6 4 -  13 

1/  (»)  is  percent  change  from  active  preference  29,151, 
2/  %   is  change  from  actual  use  24,061. 


TABLE  S. 1  Icont 'd  ) 
ALTERNATIVE  SUMMARY  TABLE 


( Ex  ist ing  ) 


( Preferred ) 


(Production)   (Protection)   (Minerals) 


Management  Objective/Action 


Alternative 
A 


Al ternat 1 ve 
B 


Alternat lve 
C 


Alternat 1 ve 

D 


Alternat 1 ve 

E 


RECREATION  MANAGEMENT 
A.  Off-Road  Vehicle  Designations 
1)  Open 


2)  Closed 


198, 350 


75,  115 


198, 350 


22,676 


198, 350 


320 


3,537 


320 


47,972 


320 


3 )  Limi ted 


65,811 


185,829 


65,811 


193,833 


65.811 


B.  Special  Designations 


1)  ACECs 

0 

4, 

506( 3) 

4, 

506(3) 

4, 

506( 3  ) 

4, 

,506(3) 

2 )  RNAs 

0 

1, 

.4941 7) 

1, 

494(7) 

1, 

,494(7) 

1 

,  494(7  ) 

3)  SRMAs 

0 

64, 

532(2) 

64, 

532(2) 

64, 

.532(2) 

64, 

,532(2) 

Visual  Resource  Management  Classes 
1)  Class  I 

11, 338 

11, 

338 

11, 

338 

11, 

338 

11, 

,  338 

2)  Class  II 

99,055 

99, 

055 

27, 

800 

115, 

055 

27, 

800 

3)  Class  III 

141  ,266 

141  , 

,266 

51, 

,960 

125, 

,266 

51 

'iv; 

4)  Class  IV 

12,322 

12, 

822 

173, 

,383 

12, 

,822 

173 

,  363 

Developed  Recreation  Sites 

1)  Number  of  Developed  Recreation  Sites 

9 

17 

23 

17 

23 

2)  New  Miles  of  Developeq  Multiple  Use  Trails 


CULTURAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 
A.  No  Surface  Occupancy  (Acres) 


1) 

Historic  R.R.  Grade 

5 

10 

5 

20 

5 

2) 

Blackrock  Canyon 

10 

40 

10 

640 

10 

3) 

Historic  Trail  Segments 

40 

2,000 

40 

11,600 

40 

Sensitive  Areas  (Acres) 
1)  Prehistoric  Area  A 

80 

280 

80 

280 

80 

2) 

Indian  Rocks 

40 

370 

40 

370 

40 

3) 

Prehistoric  Area  B 

80 

1,  200 

80 

4,620 

80 

4) 

Upper  Valley 

120 

520 

120 

1,600 

120 

5) 

Prenistoric  Area  C 

40 

280 

40 

280 

40 

6) 

Prehistoric  Area  D 

10 

40 

10 

280 

10 

7) 

Bear  Lake  Plateau 

40 

320 

40 

3,500 

40 

8) 

Prehistoric  Area  E 

80 

240 

80 

1,840 

80 

9) 

Prehistoric  Area  F 

5 

40 

5 

40 

5 

10)  Prehistoric  Area  G 


600 


3,  400 


600 


8,840 


600 


POREST  MANAGEMENT  (Acres) 

A.  Commercial  Forest  Land  (CFL) 


1) 
2) 

3) 
4) 
5) 
6) 
Avail; 

TPCC  Withdrawal 

1,279 

1,  279 

1,279 

1,279 

1,279 

Deferred  Lands  (depending  on  Congress' 

decision) 
Petticoat  Peak  and  Worm  Creek  WSAs 

2,559 

2,559 

2,559 

2,559 

2,559 

Availade  for  Restricted  Management 

12,659 

11, 369 

9,949 

11, 369 

9,949 

Available  CFL  Without  Restrictions 

808 

808 

808 

808 

808 

CFL  Managed  to  Enhance  Other  Uses 

0 

1,078 

0 

1,078 

0 

Proposed  Harvest  Levels  (1000  Board  feet/year 

(350-400 

350-400 

250-300 

350-400 

250-300 

B. 

able  Woodland 

28,  210 

28,011 

26,706 

23,210 

27,  106 

C. 

Withdrawn  Woodlands  (Petticoat  Peak  WSA) 

5,069 

5,069 

5,069 

5,069 

5,069 

RIPARIAN  AND  WATER  QUALITY 

A.  Miles  of  stream  managed  primarily  for  improvement 
of  stream  condition  and  maintenance  of  water 
qual ity . 


3.15 


22.70 


34.15 


6.75 


B.  Miles  of  stream  to  be  maintained  in  present 

condition  87.97 

C.  Miles  of  stream  that  would  exhibit  a  downward  trend   2.75 

D.  Miles  of  fencing  needed  to  improve  stream  condition   .6.75 

E.  Miles  of  inventoried  stream  disposed  of  as  a  result 

of  Lands  actions 3.  57 


0.89 

64.04 

59.64 

83.84 

1.40 

29.75 

0 

3.20 

9.75 

0 

13.20 

7.25 

3.65 


3.65 


3.65 


_.3«_6i_ 


WILDERNESS 

Implement  Congress'  Decision  on  the  Petticoat 
Peak  and  Worm  Creek  WSAs 

Petticoat  Peak         11,298 

Worm  creek  4_0 

11, 338  Acres 


SOILS  AND  WATERSHED  MANAGEMENT 
A.  Erosion  Controls 


1)  Juniper  Cutting  Areas 

0 

500 

1, 

,000 

300 

600 

2)  Protect  Oneida  Narrows 

948 

948 

948 

948 

948 

3)  Protect  Ashy  Soils 

0 

360 

0 

1, 

,  360 

360 

4)  Woodall  Mountain  and  Trail  Creek 

(Reclamation)     52 

224 

314 

224 

600 

FIRE  MANAGEMENT 

1)  Full  Suppression 

264,481 

253 

,  143 

253 

,143 

253 

,  143 

253,143 

2)  Limited  Suppression 


1/  11,338 


11,338 


11, 338 


11, 333 


3)  Prescribed  Burning 


11,240 


17,600 


11,240 


1/  Petticoat  Peak  and  Worm  Creek  WSAs  will  be  managed  under  the  Interim  Management  Policy. 
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PROPOSED  PLAN  FOR  THE  POCATELLO  RESOURCE  AREA 


INTRODUCTION 

This  Proposed  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  uses  an  abbreviated 
format.   The  proposed  Pocatello  Resource  Management  Plan  is  the  land  use  plan 
for  the  BLM  resource  area  over  the  next  15  or  more  years.   After  BLM 
considered  all  of  the  comments  received  by  letter  and  at  2  public  hearings, 
Alternative  B,  with  some  minor  additions  and  corrections,  has  been  chosen  as 
the  proposed  plan  for  the  resource  area. 

Plan  Approval 

The  Pocatello  RMP  will  be  approved  by  the  State  Director  no  sooner  than  30 
days  after  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  publishes  a  notice  of 
filing  of  the  final  EIS  in  the  Federal  Register  and  pending  final  action  on 
any  protest  that  may  be  filed.   Approval  will  be  withheld  on  any  portion  of 
the  RMP  being  protested  until  tinal  resolution  has  been  completed  on  such 
protest.   Before  the  RMP  is  approved,  public  notice  will  be  given  if  there  is 
a  significant  change  made  to  the  proposed  Pocatello  RMP  and  the  public  will 
have  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  change.   Approval  of  the  RMP  will  be 
documented  in  a  record  of  decision  meeting  the  requirements  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA). 

Protest  Provision 

The  procedures  for  raising  a  protest  about  the  proposed  Pocatello  RMP  are 
contained  in  43  CFR  1610.5-2,  which  is  reprinted  in  its  entirety  below. 

1610.5-2  Protest  procedures. 

(a)   Any  person  who  participated  in  the  planning  process  and  has  an 
interest  which  is  or  may  be  adversely  affected  by  the  approval  or 
amendment  of  a  resource  management  plan  may  protest  such  approval  or 
amendment.   A  protest  may  raise  only  those  issues  which  were  submitted 
for  the  record  during  the  planning  process. 

(1)  The  protest  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  be  filed  with  the 
Director.   The  protest  shall  be  filed  within  30  days  of  the  date  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  published  the  notice  of  receipt  of  the 
final  environmental  impact  statement  containing  the  plan  or  amendment  in 
the  Federal  Register.   For  an  amendment  not  requiring  the  preparation  of 
an  environmental  impact  statement,  the  protest  shall  be  filed  within  30 
days  of  the  publication  of  the  notice  of  its  effective  date. 

(2)  The  protest  shall  contain: 

(i)   The  name,  mailing  address,  telephone  number  and  interest  of  the 

person  filing  the  protest; 

(ii)   A  statement  of  the  issue  or  issues  being  protested; 

(iii)   A  statement  of  the  part  or  parts  of  the  plan  or  amendment  being 

protested; 

(iv)   A  copy  of  all  documents  addressing  the  issue  or  issues  that  were 

submitted  during  the  planning  process  by  the  protesting  party  or  an 

indication  of  the  date  the  issue  or  issues  were  discussed  for  the 

record;  and 

(v)   A  concise  statement  explaining  why  the  State  Director's  decision  is 

believed  to  be  wrong. 
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(3)   The  Director  shall  promptly  render  a  decision  on  the  protest.   The 
decision  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  set  forth  the  reasons  for  the 
decision.   The  decision  shall  be  sent  to  the  protesting  party  by 
certified  mail,  return  receipt  requested. 

(b)   The  decision  of  the  Director  shall  be  the  final  decision  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior. 

Protests  should  be  filed  with  the  Director  (760),  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Washington,  D.C.  20240. 

Governor's  Review 

The  Governor  of  the  State  of  Idaho  has  an  opportunity  to  review  this  Pocatello 
RMP  for  consistency  with  State  and  local  plans,  policies,  and  programs.   The 
Governor  has  60  days  from  the  date  this  document  is  filed  with  EPA  to  identify 
any  inconsistencies  and  provide  written  recommendations  to  the  State  Director, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  3380  Americana  Terrace,  Boise,  Idaho  83706. 

Changes  in  the  Proposed  Plan 

The  following  changes  are  a  result  of  addition  errors,  typing  errors  or 
additions  to  aid  clarity.   They  do  not  significantly  change  the  analysis 
portion  of  the  document. 

Map  3  -  One  exchange  parcel  was  not  identified  on  Map  3.   See  Map  B3  revised 
in  this  document  for  addition. 

Page  4-37   Third  paragraph,  should  read  as  follows:   Approximately  19.37  miles 
of  fishery  streams,  or  37  percent  of  the  fishery  streams 
inventoried,  would  be  expected  to  improve;  0.25  miles  would 
continue  to  deteriorate  and  32.97  miles  would  remain  unchanged. 

Page  4-36   Fourth  paragraph,  3rd,  4th  and  5th  sentences:   change  20.15  to 
22.70;  change  59  to  66;  change  8.25  to  9.75. 

Page  4-36   Sixth  paragraph,  1st  sentence:   change  2.75  to  1.40. 

Page  4-28   Top  of  page,  add  the  following: 

Turner  Canal     .25  miles  Allotment  #4117 

Crow  Creek       .30  miles  Allotment  #4269 

Jones  Creek      .80  miles  Allotment  #4423 

Wolverine  Creek  1.20  miles  Allotment  #4094 

Total  would  change  from  20.15  to  22.70. 

Page  4-28  Second  paragraph,  2nd  sentence: 
Change  20.15  to  22.70 
Change  122  to  137 
Change  26  to  30. 

Page  4-26   Add  the  following  to  Minerals: 

5.   Approximately  977  would  be  proposed  for  withdrawal  from 
mining  claim  location. 
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Page  4-25   Fourth,  5th  and  6th  paragraphs,  Locatable  Minerals;  replace  with 
the  following: 

Locatable  Minerals 

Lands  open  to  mining  claim  location  total  329,273  (85  percent)  (977 
less  than  A)  (Appendices:   Map  3,  Alternative  B,  and  Map  11). 

The  lands  open  to  mining  claim  location  total  329,273  acres  (85 
percent)  (see  Table  4.1).   There  are  no  Congressional  withdrawals 
affecting  location.   Other  executive  branch  closures  total  51,051 
acres.   BLM  closures  would  total  7,173  acres,  and  include  5,188 
acres  with  high  potential  and  971  acres  with  moderate  potential  for 
locatable  minerals. 

Executive  branch  closures  total  51,015,  13  percent.   In  addition, 
there  are  7,173  acres,  or  2  percent,  with  BLM  closures.   The  BLM 
closures  include  5,188  acres,  or  2  percent,  with  high  potential  and 
971  acres,  less  than  .3  percent,  with  moderate  potential  for 
locatable  minerals. 

The  BLM  closures  with  high  potential  (above  what's  been  covered  in 

Alternative  A)  include  the  following  areas: 

Oneida  Narrows  and  Robbers  Roost  (approximately  500  acres), 
Geologic  indicator  such  as  anomalies,  mines,  prospects,  and 
deposits  are  present.   Possible  minerals  are  gold,  copper, 
silver,  lead,  manganese,  and  tungsten. 

The  impact  associated  on  mineral  availability  are  slightly  more 
than  Alternative  A  but  still  considered  minor  in  nature.   No 
surface  discoveries  have  been  reported. 

The  43  CFR  3802  and  3809,  Surface  Management  Regulations,  give  BLM 
authority  to  regulate  mining  and  exploration  for  locatable 
minerals.   Environmental  assessments  would  be  written  for  all  plans 
of  operation. 

Page  4-5   Table  4.1,  Locatable  Minerals,  Alternative  B: 

Closed  -  change  57,211  to  58,188 

change  6,196  to  7,173 

change  914  to  1,014 

change  594  to  971 

change  4,688  to  5,188 

Open  -  change  330,250  to  329,273 

change  65,355  to  65,255 

change  196,400  to  196,023 

change  68,495  to  67,995. 

Page  3-16   Second  paragraph,  should  be  replaced  with  the  following: 

Excessive  livestock  utilization  on  riparian  areas  has  existed 
in  the  past.   The  PRA  inventoried  a  total  of  97.44  miles,  or  75 
percent,  of  the  riparian  habitat  in  the  resource  area.   Some 
of  the  inventoried  riparian  habitat  receives  heavy  livestock 
use  and  other  areas  are  totally  inaccessible  to  livestock. 
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Page  2-27   Table  2.5,  Alternative  B,  Locatable: 

Open  -  change  "No  change  to  Decrease  (minor) 
Closed  -  change  "No  change  to  Increase  (minor). 

Page  2-10   Fifth  paragraph: 

Change  two  and  three-fourths  to  1.40 
Change  8.25  to  9.75 
Change  20.15  to  22.70. 

Page  2-6   Fifth  paragraph,  1st  and  2nd  sentences: 
Change  330,250  to  329,273 
Change  57,211  to  58,188. 

Page  S-10   Table  S.l,  Riparian  and  Water  Quality,  Alternative  B 
Change  20.15  to  22.70 
Cahnge  2.75  to  1.40 
Change  8.25  to  9.75. 

Page  S-9   Table  S.l,  Alternative  B,  Locatable  Minerals: 
Change  57,211  to  58,188 
Change  6,196  to  7,173 
Change  330,250  to  329,273. 

Page  S-5   Fourth  paragraph,  3rd  and  4th  sentences: 
Change  7.89  to  70.89 
Change  20.15  to  22.70. 

Page  S-4   Eighth  paragraph,  4th  sentence: 
Change  330,250  to  329,273 
Change  57,211  to  58,188. 

Page  S-4   Ninth  paragraph,  last  sentence: 
Change  17,078  to  17,068. 

Page  S-3   Fourth  paragraph,  1st  sentence: 

Change  preferred  to  proposed. 

Page  40    Second  paragraph,  1st  sentence: 
Change  20.15  to  22.70. 

Page  36    Fourth  paragraph,  last  sentence: 
Change  15,720  to  9,880. 

Page  35    Fifth  paragraph,  1st  sentence: 
Change  330,250  to  329,273. 

Page  34    Fourth  paragraph,  3rd  sentence: 
Change  330,250  to  329,273. 

Page  34    Fourth  paragraph,  4th  sentence: 
Change  0.4  to  0.3. 
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Page  34    Fifth  paragraph,  1st  and  2nd  sentences: 

Change  20.15  to  22.70 

Change  2.75  to  1.40 
Sixth  paragraph,  last  sentence: 

Change  81,037  to  75,115 
Seventh  paragraph,  last  2  sentences: 

Change  20.15  to  22.70 

Change  2.75  to  1.40. 

Page  32    Third  paragraph,  last  sentence: 
Change  330,250  to  329,273. 

Page  31    First  paragraph,  Required  Management  Action,  add  the  following  new 
paragraph: 

If  at  any  time  in  the  future  an  activity  or  development  is 
proposed  on  the  BLM  administered  340  acre  parcel  east  of 
Formation  Springs,  the  BLM  will  coordinate  the  analysis  of  the 
proposal  with  the  City  of  Soda  Springs. 

Page  30    Fifth  paragraph,  1st  sentence: 
Change  20.15  to  22.70 
Sixth  paragraph,  last  sentence 
Change  8.25  to  9.75. 

Page  28    Research  Natural  Areas  (RNAs) 

All  references  towards  RNAs  in  the  document  should  be  changed 
to  RNA/ACEC.   Ail  seven  RNAs  will  carry  a  dual  designation, 
RNA/ACEC. 

Page  24  Fifth  paragraph,  5th  sentence: 
Change  330,250  to  329,273 
Change  57,211  to  58,188. 

Page  21    Fifth  paragraph,  "Moderate  Use  Class",  1st  sentence: 
Change  101,141  to  107,058. 
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Appendices  Changes 

Page  A-30   Management  Alternatives,  3rd  paragraph,  change  "Cancel  all"  to  "To 
meet  objectives,  evaluate  conditions  on  the  ground  and  consider 
reducing" . 

Page  A-32   Management  Alternatives,  5th  paragraph,  change  "Cancel  all"  to  "To 
meet  objectives,  evaluate  conditions  on  the  ground  and  consider 
reducing" . 

Page  A-34   Management  Alternatives,  1st  paragraph,  change  "Cancel  all"  to  "To 
meet  objectives,  evaluate  conditions  on  the  ground  and  consider 
reducing" . 

Page  A-40   Management  Alternatives,  5th  paragraph,  change  "Cancel  all"  to  "To 
meet  objectives,  evaluate  conditions  on  the  ground  and  consider 
reducing" . 

Page  A-49   Management  Alternatives,  1st  and  4th  paragraphs,  change  "Cancel 

all"  to  "To  meet  objectives,  evaluate  conditions  on  the  ground  and 
consider  reducing". 

Page  A-57   Management  Alternatives,  5th  paragraph,  change  "It  grazing  use 

exceeds  50%  utilization  on  key  forage  plants,  cancel  all"  to  "To 
meet  objectives,  evaluate  conditions  on  the  ground  and  consider 
reducing" . 

Page  A-58   Management  Alternatives,  5th  paragraph,  change  "If  grazing  use 

exceeds  50%  utilization  on  key  forage  plants,  cancel  all"  to  "To 
meet  objectives,  evaluate  conditions  on  the  ground  and  consider 
reducing" . 

Page  C-4  Allotment  #,  4th  number,  4117  should  be  4117  (I). 

Page  C-7  Allotment  #,  5th  number,  4269  should  be  4269  (I). 

Page  C-12  Allotment  #,  6th  number,  4423  should  be  4423  (I). 

Format 

Management  Objectives  and  Required  Management  Actions  are  described  for  the 
Pocatello  Resource  Area.   Additional  materials  are  provided  in  this  document 
to  clarify  the  proposed  decisions  for  the  reader.   A  land  status  map  is 
located  in  a  pocket  on  the  back  cover  (Map  Bl)  and  the  reverse  side  (Map  B2) 
shows  the  Utility  Corridors.   Map  B3  and  Map  B4  are  maps  that  show  areas  of 
restrictions  to  protect  special  resource  values.   Map  3  (revised)  shows  the 
Multiple  Use  and  Transfer  Areas.   Please  refer  to  your  Draft  document  for 
additional  resource  specific  maps. 
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MULTIPLE  USE  AND  TRANSFER  CLASSES 


The  RMP  has  been  broken  down  into  the  following  multiple  use  or  transfer 
classes:   intensive  use/development,  moderate  use,  limited  use,  or 
transfer.   Multiple  use  and  transfer  classes  are  general  planning 
categories  included  in  Idaho  RMPs  to  provide  Statewide  consistency  and 
uniformity. 

Multiple  use  and  transfer  classes  serve  two  purposes  in  this  plan.   The 
first  is  to  describe  overall  opportunities  and  constraints  by  indicating 
what  level  of  resource  production  and  use  is  appropriate,  what  intensity 
of  management  is  needed,  whether  there  are  sensitive  and  significant 
resources  that  must  be  protected,  and  whether  BLM  would  consider  transfer 
of  public  lands  from  its  jurisdiction.   The  second  purpose  is  to  provide 
a  basis  for  considering  unexpected  proposals  by  supplementing  the 
detailed  resource  management  objectives  and  required  actions  established 
for  the  PRA  with  general  purpose  and  policy  statements.   This  feature  is 
intended  to  help  keep  the  plan  responsive  to  future  demands  and  to  reduce 
the  number  of  future  plan  amendments  that  otherwise  might  be  needed. 

Prior  to  undertaking  or  approving  any  proposed  resource  management  action 
on  public  lands  in  the  PRA,  BLM  will  ensure  that  such  action  is 
consistent  with  the  purposes  and  policies  of  the  multiple  use  or  transfer 
class  or  classes  involved. 

The  multiple  use  classes  assigned  to  the  RMP  are  shown  on  Map  2B.   Public 
lands  are  placed  in  the  multiple  use  or  transfer  class  that  best  reflects 
the  specific  resources  and  management  priorities  for  the  area.   The 
multiple  use  and  transfer  classes  described  for  the  RMP  pertain  only  to 
the  surface  acreage  managed  by  the  BLM.   A  description  of  these  classes 
and  their  purposes  and  policies  is  given  in  the  following  sections. 

Moderate  Use  Class 

A  total  of  107,058  acres  are  classified  as  moderate  use  in  this  Proposed 
RMP. 

Purpose 

The  purpose  of  a  moderate  use  class  is  to  delineate  public  lands  that  are 
suitable  for  a  wide  variety  of  existing  and  potential  uses. 

Policy 

The  first  priority  for  managing  a  moderate  use  class  is  to  provide  for 
the  production  or  use  of  forage,  timber,  minerals  and  energy,  recreation, 
or  other  consumptive  resources  while  maintaining  or  enhancing  natural 
systems.   These  areas  will  be  managed  for  a  moderate  intensity  of  use  and 
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will  generally  be  available  tor  production  and  use  of  consumptive 
resources,  subject  to  BLM  standard  operating  procedures  and  other 
controls  as  needed.   Sensitive  and  significant  resource  values,  however, 
will  be  protected  consistent  with  Federal  and  State  law.   Public  lands  in 
a  moderate  use  class  will  be  retained  in  Federal  ownership. 

Limited  Use  Class 

A  total  of  137,350  acres  are  classified  as  limited  use  in  this  Proposed 
RMP. 

Purpose 

The  purpose  of  a  limited  use  class  is  to  delineate  public  lands  where 
strict  environmental  controls  are  required  to  protect  sensitive  and 
significant  resources. 

Policy 

The  first  priority  for  managing  a  limited  use  class  is  to  protect  key 
wildlife  habitat,  scenic  values,  wilderness,  cultural  resources, 
watershed,  and  other  sensitive  and  significant  resources  while  providing 
for  other  compatible  uses.   These  areas  will  be  managed  for  relatively 
low  intensities  of  use  and  with  strict  environmental  controls  to  protect 
sensitive  and  significant  values.   A  limited  use  class  may  be  closed  to 
or  contain  restrictions  on  of f -road-vehicle  use,  mineral  and  energy 
exploration  and  development,  forest  management  practices,  location  of 
utility  corridors  and  installations,  and  livestock  grazing.   Because  of 
the  relatively  significant  environmental  considerations  in  these  areas, 
some  uses  may  not  be  permitted.   Special  attention  will  be  given  to 
finding  appropriate  locations  for  compatible  uses.   Public  lands  in  a 
limited  use  class  will  be  retained  in  Federal  ownership. 

Intensive  Use/Development  Class 

A  total  of  2,930  acres  are  classified  as  intensive  use/development  and 
another  75  acres  are  proposed  for  intensive  use/development  in  this 
Proposed  RMP.   These  sites  and  acreages  are  shown  on  Table  2. 

Purpose 

The  purpose  of  an  intensive  use/development  class  is  to  delineate  areas 
suitable  for  large-scale  intensive  use  and  development. 
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TABLE  2 
INTENSIVE  USE/DEVELOPMENT  SITES 


Existing  Acres 

Dike  Lake  35 

Goodenough  Cr.  5 

Henry  Mine  560 

Stauffer  Mine  240 

Conda  Mine  1,160 

Sagehen  Flat  5 

Graves  Creek  5 

Cutthroat  Trout  5 

Wolverine  Creek  5 

Caribou  Ski  Area  120 

Moonlight  Mtn.  Yurt  20 

Howard  Mtn.  Comm.  Sites  520 

Chinks  Peak  Sites  120 

Fish  Cr  .  Comm.  Sites  40 

Garden  Creek  Comm.  Site  20 

Taylor  Mtn.  Comm.  Sites  50 

Stump  Creek  Comm.  Sites  20 

Total:  2,930 


Proposed 

Upper  Blackfoot  River 

Trail  Creek  Bridge 

Harkness  Canyon 

Biackrock  canyon 

Chinks  Peak  Hang  gliding  Site 

Biackrock  Canyon  Winter  Trail 

Walker  Creek  Loop  Trail 

Morgans  Bridge 

Total: 


Acres 

40 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

_5 

75 


Policy 

The  first  priority  for  managing  an  intensive  use/development  class  is  to 
provide  for  existing  and  projected  demands  for  large-scale  intensive  use 
and  development.   Intensive  use  areas  are  generally  reserved  for  major 
recreation  sites  or  facilities,  otf-road-vehicle  intensive  use  areas, 
large-scale  mineral  or  energy  extraction  operations,  military  use  areas, 
or  major  utility  installations.   These  areas  will  be  managed  for  a  high 
intensity  of  use.   Because  of  the  potential  for  conflict  with  other  uses 
in  these  areas,  some  uses  may  not  be  permitted.   Protection  of  sensitive 
and  significant  resources,  however,  will  be  ensured,  consistent  with 
Federal  and  State  law.   Public  lands  in  an  intensive  use/development 
class  will  be  retained  in  Federal  ownership. 

Transfer  Class 

A  total  of  17,068  acres  are  classified  for  transfer  in  this  Draft  RMP. 

Purpose 

The  purpose  of  a  transfer  class  is  to  delineate  public  lands  that  may  be 
considered  for  transfer  out  of  Federal  ownership. 
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Policy 

The  transfer  class  is  the  class  in  which  public  lands  may  be  transferred 
out  of  Federal  ownership  under  this  plan.   Public  lands  declared  eligible 
for  transfer  by  their  inclusion  in  this  category  are  subject  to  detailed 
consideration  prior  to  the  final  decision  regarding  transfer.   Transfer 
classes  are  delineated  in  response  to  specific  developments,  community 
expansion,  and  other  transfers,  including  transfers  to  the  State  of 
Idaho.   Transfer  classes  will  be  managed  on  a  custodial  basis  until 
transferred  from  Federal  jurisdiction.   New  public  investments  in  these 
lands  will  generally  be  kept  to  a  minimum. 


THE  PROPOSED  MANAGEMENT  DECISION 


This  section  identifies  resource  management  objectives  and  required 
management  actions.   The  resource  management  objectives  set  priorities 
for  managing  the  various  resources.   Required  management  actions  identify 
the  management  actions,  limitations,  and  other  provisions  that  are  needed 
to  accomplish  the  objectives. 

Minerals  Management 

Management  Objective 

Manage  648,901  (5,942  acres  of  this  total  are  managed  for  oil  and  gas 
only)  acres  of  Federal  mineral  estate  (excluding  Forest  Service  and 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  acreage)  for  mineral  and  energy  exploration  and 
development  while  minimizing  adverse  impacts  to  other  resource  values. 

Required  Management  Actions 

A  total  of  598,581  acres  would  be  open  for  non-energy  solid  minerals 
(phosphate)  leasing.   Approximately  44,378  acres  would  be  closed  to 
non-energy  solid  minerals  (phosphate)  leasing  with  28,381  acres  of  that 
total  being  non-discretionary  (National  Wildlife  Refuges,  withdrawals, 
etc.)  and  15,997  acres  discretionary  (Resource  Natural  Areas,  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concerns,  public  land  around  Grays  Lake,  etc.). 

A  total  of  324,009  acres  would  be  open  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  with 
standard  stipulations  and  with  seasonal  occupancy  restrictions.   Another 
30,499  acres  would  be  open  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  with  a  NSO 
restriction.   Approximately  38,895  acres  would  be  closed  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing.   About  318,067  acres  would  be  available  for  geothermal  leasing 
with  standard  stipulations  and  with  seasonal  occupancy  restrictions,  and 
30,499  acres  would  be  available  with  NSO;  38,895  acres  would  be  closed. 
A  total  of  329,273  acres  would  be  open  for  the  location  of  mining  claims, 
while  58,188  acres  would  be  closed  to  mineral  entry.   Mineral  material 
(sand  and  gravel)  disposals  would  be  permitted  on  311,793  acres;  75,668 
acres  would  be  closed. 
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Lands 

Management  Objective 

Retain  a  public  land  base  of  247,413  acres  for  long-term  management  in 
Federal  ownership  and  consider  17,068  acres  for  disposal  actions. 

Required  Management  Action 

BLM  would  examine  17,068  acres  of  public  land,  applying  the  standard 
operating  procedures   for  sales  or  for  State  or  private  exchanges,  or  for 
transfer  under  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act.   Included  in  this 
total  are  8,124  acres  that  would  be  considered  for  transfer  solely 
through  exchange. 

Land  acquisitions  would  occur  through  exchanges  with  private  landowners 
and  the  State  of  Idaho.   BLM  would  attempt  to  acquire  9,687  acres  of 
private  land  and  9,880  acres  of  State  Land. 

A  total  of  403  acres  of  public  land  would  be  retained  and  used  under 
existing  permits/leases  for  a  ski  area,  the  National  Guard  and 
agriculture,  and  ski  yurt  system. 

Right-of-way  development  would  occur  with  standard  stipulations  on 
191,561  acres.   Restrictions  other  than  standard  stipulations  would  be 
imposed  on  42,251  acres.   A  total  of  30,669  acres  would  be  closed  to 
right-of-way  development. 

Range  Management 

Management  Objective 

Manage  217,728  acres  for  grazing.   Improve  8,957  acres  of  poor  condition 
range  to  good  and  7,500  acres  of  fair  condition  range  to  good.   Provide 
34,276  animal  unit  months  (AUMs)  of  livestock  forage  in  15  years.   Offer 
7,200  acres  of  the  15,400  acres  of  total  unallotted  rangeland  for  lease. 

Required  Management  Actions 

The  authorized  officer  would  implement  adjustments,  if  needed,  in 
authorized  grazing  use  over  a  5  year  period  through  agreements  documented 
in  the  Range  Program  Summary  or  by  decision.   Grazing  adjustments  would 
be  made  over  the  15-year_life  of  the  RMP  and  would  occur  only  after 
conducting  monitoring  studies  and  coordinating  with  affected  users.   The 
initial  stocking  level  of  24,061  AUMs  would  be  below  the  active 
preference  and  is  the  five-year  average  use.   The  long-term  stocking 
level  of  34,276  AUMs  would  be  15  percent  above  the  active  preference  and 
30  percent  above  the  five-year  average  use.   Proposed  improvements  would 
include  11,240  acres  of  brush  control/seedings,  54  water  facilities,  and 
10  miles  of  fences. 
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Wildlife  Management 

Management  Objective 

Provide  forage  for  7,105  deer  and  543  elk.   Improve  3,682  acres  of  elk 
and  deer  winter  range  and  3,126  acres  of  sage  grouse  and  sharp-tailed 
grouse  seasonal  ranges  from  fair  to  good  ecological  range  condition. 
Provide  a  more  consistent  water  supply  on  1,000  acres  of  deer,  sage 
grouse,  and  non-game  habitat  in  the  Bear  Lake  Plateau  area.   Enhance  big 
game  movement  and  safety  through  fence  modifications.   Protect  the  future 
integrity  of  the  elk  breeding  area  in  Brown's  Canyon. 

Required  Management  Actions 

Eight  habitat  management  plans  would  be  developed  on  45,959  acres. 
Prescribed  burning  would  occur  on  7,320  acres  of  big  game  range  and  40 
acres  of  river  habitat.   BLM  would  install  2  guzzlers  and  fence  several 
areas  to  improve  wildlife  habitat  (riparian  areas).   About  6  miles  of 
fence  would  be  modified  for  big  game  movement  and  safety.   The  quality  of 
2,700  acres  of  big  game  habitat  would  be  improved  through  restrictions  on 
livestock  use  and  timber  management  and  harvest. 

Recreation  and  Visual  Resources 

Management  Objective 

Manage  264,481  acres  for  ORV  designations  of  either  open,  closed,  or 
limited. 

Continue  to  manage  for  dispersed  recreation  by  maintaining  existing 
recreational  opportunity  settings.   Manage  the  visual  resources  on  lands 
outside  of  the  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas  (SRMAs)  to  maintain 
existing  scenic  qualities.   Protect  existing  and  planned  investments  in 
developed  recreation  sites. 

Recognize  recreation  as  the  principal  use  of  the  lands  in  the  two 
designated  SRMAs  -  the  Blackfoot  River  SRMA  and  the  Pocatello  SRMA  for  a 
total  of  64,532  acres. 

Required  Management  Actions 

The  two  SRMAs  would  entail  mineral  withdrawals  (Travertine  Park 
RNA/ACEC) ,  restrictions  on  some  nonrecreational  uses,  and  restrictive 
visual  management  practices.   A  recreation  area  management  plan  would  be 
written  for  each  SRMA. 

Lands  open  to  wheeled  vehicle  use  would  be  75,115  acres  and  over-snow  use 
would  be  143,931  acres.   Wheeled  vehicles  would  be  limited  to  designated 
routes  and/or  existing  roads  and  trails  on  185,829  acres  where  soil 
erosion  is  a  concern.   Over-snow  vehicles  would  be  limited  on  93,673 
acres  of  big  game  winter  range  to  designated  routes.   Areas  with 
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extremely  erosive  soil,  important  cultural  sites,  Areas  ot  Critical 
Environmental  Concern,  and  Research  Natural  Areas  would  be  closed  to 
wheeled  vehicles  on  3,537  acres.   Areas  closed  to  over-snow  vehicles  due 
to  big  game  winter  range  would  include  26,879  acres. 

For  visual  resource  management,  the  following  designations  would  be 
made:   Class  I,  11,338  acres;  Class  II,  99,055  acres;  Class  III,  141,266 
acres;  and  Class  IV,  12,822  acres. 

Wilderness 

Management  Objective 

Manage  11,298  acres  of  the  Petticoat  Peak  WSA  and  the  40  acres  of  Worm 
Creek  WSA  under  the  BLM's  Interim  Management  Policy  for  Lands  Under 
Wilderness  Review,  until  Congress  makes  its  decision. 

Required  Management  Actions 

Continued  management  under  BLM's  Interim  Management  Policy  for  Lands 
Under  Wilderness  Review  until  Congress  makes  a  decision. 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC) 


Management  Objective 

Propose  to  designate  three  areas  which  would  include:   Stump  Creek  Ridge 
(2483  acres),  Downey  Watershed  (1800  acres),  and  Travertine  Park  (223 
acres)  which  totals  4,506  acres. 

Required  Management  Actions 

Stump  Creek  Ridge  ACEC 

-Implement  the  Stump  Creek  Habitat  Management  Plan. 

-  Establish  grazing  systems  which  enhance  winter  forage  for  elk. 

-  Propose  a  common  use  allotment  by  combining  some  or  all  of  the 
grazing  allotments  in  the  ACEC  area. 

-  Continue  snowmobile  closure,  increase  enforcement  efforts. 

-  Rehabilitate  winter  range  through  burning  or  establishment  of 
browse  species. 

-  Discretionary  closure  for  phosphate. 

-  NSO  for  oil  and  gas. 

-  Requires  plan  of  operation  for  mining  claim  development. 
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Downey  Watershed  ACEC 

-  Initiate  a  grazing  management  system  that  will  restore  native 
vegetation  to  good  condition. 

-  Propose  combining  the  Yago  Creek  and  9  Mile  Creek  Allotments  into 
a  common  allotment  to  provide  better  opportunities  for  grazing 
management. 

-  Discretionary  closure  for  phosphate. 

-  NSO  for  oil  and  gas. 

-  Maintain  the  1800-acre  mineral  withdrawal  for  locatables. 
Travertine  Park  ACEC 

-  Fence  to  exclude  livestock  from  the  area. 

-  Sign  the  area  to  explain  values  and  the  need  to  protect  them. 

-  Discretionary  closure  for  phosphate. 

-  NSO  for  oil  and  gas. 

-  Requires  plan  of  operation  tor   mining  claim  development. 

Research  Natural  Areas 

Management  Objective 

Manage  1,494  acres  as  RNA/ACECs.  This  includes  seven  areas:  Cheatbeck 
Canyon,  Dairy  Hollow,  Formation  Cave,  Oneida  Narrows,  Pine  Gap,  Robbers 
Roost  Creek,  and  Travertine  Park. 

Required  Management  Actions 

-  Close  to  ORV  use  in  these  areas. 

-  Eliminate  livestock  grazing  from  Dairy  Hollow,  Pine  Gap  and 
Travertine  Park  by  fencing. 

-  NSO  stipulations  on  leasable  mineral  activities  and  proposed 
withdrawal  from  mining  claim  location  for  all  the  proposed  RNAs. 

-  Closed  to  rights-of-way  (Exclusion  Areas). 
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Cultural  Resource  Management 

Management  Objectives 

Manage  cultural  resources  so  that  representative  samples  of  the  full 
range  of  scientific  and  socio-cultural  values  are  maintained  consistent 
with  State  and  Federal  laws. 

Required  Management  Actions 

Manage  thirteen  cultural  resource  management  areas  which  have  potential 
for  contributing  scientific,  historic,  or  management  information. 
Designate  three  of  these  areas  as  NSO  and  ten  as  Sensitive  Areas  (see 
Table  3). 


TABLE  3 
CULTURAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  AREAS 


NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  Acres 

1.  Historic  Railroad  Grade 

2.  Blackrock  Canyon 

3.  Historic  Trail  Segments 

SENSITIVE  AREAS 

1.  Prehistoric  Area  A 

2.  Indian  Rocks 

3.  Prehistoric  Area  B 

4.  Upper  Valley 

5.  Prehistoric  Area  C 

6.  Prehistoric  Area  D 

7.  Bear  Lake  Plateau 

8.  Prehistoric  Area  E 

9.  Prehistoric  Area  F 
10.  Prehistoric  Area  G 


Forest  Management 

Management  Objective 

Intensively  manage  12,177  acres  of  restricted  and  non-restricted 
commercial  forest  land  under  clearcut,  shelterwood,  and  group  selection 
harvest  regeneration  methods.   Manage  1,078  acres  of  commercial  forest 
land  to  benefit  other  resource  values.   Manage  28,011  acres  of  woodland 
for  the  production  of  woodland  products  (firewood,  post/poles,  etc.). 
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Required  Management  Actions 

Forest  management  activities  could  occur  on  13,255  acres  of  commercial 
forest  land.   Of  this,  808  acres  of  predominantely  lodgepole  pine  would 
be  managed  under  a  clearcut  harvest  regeneration  method. 

The  remaining  12,447  acres  of  predominately  Douglas-fir  would  be 

available  for  restricted  management  or  would  be  managed  to  enhance  other 

uses.   These  areas  would  be  harvested  under  shelterwood  or  group 
selection  harvest  regeneration  methods. 

Until  a  decision  is  made  on  the  Petticoat  Peak  and  Worm  Creek  WSAs,  2,559 
acres  of  commercial  forest  land  would  be  placed  in  a  deferred  category 
precluding  any  forest  management  activities.   In  addition,  the  Timber 
Productivity  Capability  Classification  Inventory  conducted  in  the 
District  in  1984  withdraws  1,279  acres  from  timber  base  for  productivity 
reasons,  unstable  slopes,  and  problem  regeneration  sites. 

Approximately  28,011  acres  of  woodland  would  be  available  for 
management.   The  Petticoat  Peak  and  Worm  Creek  WSAs  would  defer  5,069 
acres  precluding  any  woodland  management  activities  in  these  areas  until 
a  designation  is  made.   An  additional  500  acres  of  woodland  would  be 
proposed  for  juniper  cutting  in  the  Soda  Springs  area  to  alleviate 
understory  erosion. 

Riparian  and  Water  Quality 

Management  Objective 

Manage  22.70  miles  of  stream  to  improve  riparian  habitat  and  water 
quality.   Maintain  70.89  miles  of  stream  in  present  (fair,  good  and 
excellent)  condition. 

Required  Management  Actions 

Allotment  management  plans  (including  riparian)  would  be  written  to  help 
evaluate  management  options  in  different  areas  within  the  PRA.   New 
timber  harvest  roads  would  be  closed  at  the  completion  of  timber  sales. 
BLM  would  fence  9.75  miles  of  perennial  stream  riparian  area. 

Soils  and  Watershed  Management 

Management  Objective 

Manage  the  PRA  to  keep  soil  erosion  within  tolerable  limits  (less  than  5 
tons/acre/year) . 
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Required  Management  Actions 

Monitoring  would  occur  on  22  allotments,  identified  in  Appendix  H  of  the 
Draft  document,  for  at  least  three  years  to  determine  erosion  rates.   If 
erosion  rates  exceed  5  tons/acre/year,  surface  disturbing  activities 
would  be  reduced  and  livestock  grazing  adjusted,  if  necessary.   The  948 
acres  in  allotment  0036  would  continue  unallotted  for  grazing  to  protect 
erodable  soils  in  Oneida  Narrows.   Reclamation  would  occur  on  224  acres 
in  the  Woodall  Mountain  and  Trail  Creek  mining  areas. 

If  at  any  time  in  the  future  an  activity  or  development  is  proposed  on 
the  BLM  administered  340  acre  parcel  east  of  Formation  Springs,  the  BLM 
will  coordinate  the  analysis  of  the  proposal  with  the  City  of  Soda 
Springs. 

Fire  Management 

Management  Objectives 

Manage  fire  for  the  protection  and  enhancement  of  resource  values  such  as 
livestock  forage,  wildlife  habitat,  and  timber. 

Required  Management  Actions 

Full  suppression  fire  management  guidelines  would  be  followed  on  253,141 
acres.   11,338  acres  would  be  managed  under  the  limited  suppression  to 
maintain  wilderness  quality.   All  developed  recreation  sites  and  sites 
that  have  the  potential  for  development  would  be  under  suppression 
restrictions,  i.e.,  no  retardant,  no  heavy  equipment  use,  and  no  fireline 
explosives. 

Prescribed  burns  for  vegetation  manipulation  will  be  one  of  the  options 
considered  for  brush  control.   At  the  activity  planning  stages,  actual 
acres  to  be  burned  will  be  determined.   Heavy  fuel  loading  caused  by 
logging  debris  and  dead  trees  would  be  reduced  by  controlled  burning  to 
decrease  the  likelihood  of  having  a  disastrous  fire. 

Access 

Approximately  87,900  acres  (33  percent)  of  the  public  lands  in  the  PRA 
have  legal  public  access  over  existing  Federal,  State  and  county  roads. 
Throughout  the  planning  process,  public  access  and  easements  needs  to 
important  blocks  or  tracts  of  public  land  were  identified.   See  Table  4. 

Required  Management  Action 

The  acquisition  of  44  miles  of  road  and  trail  legal  access  would  open 
another  37,300  acres  (17  percent)  of  public  lands  in  the  PRA  to  the 
public  primarily  for  recreation  purposes  and  would  also  support  other 
resource  programs  (see  Table  4) 


27 


CO 

Q 
Cd 
H 
2 

Eh 
Z 

w 
s 
ca 

CO 

w 

CO 

CO 

cd 

CJ 

o 

< 
u 


I 

<D 
C 


CD 

vj 

4-> 

3 
Cm 


W 

CD     CO 


X 

a> 
> 

CD 

e 

o 


x 
> 

0) 

E 

o 


.a 
0 
> 

e 

o 


x 
cd 
> 

CD 

B 
O 


c   c 


c   c 


COrtJSCOSCOSCOSS  SS 


co 

0) 

--I 
u 

■H 

X! 
CD 

> 

XJ 
CO 

o 


see 

3  3  3 

e  e  e 

■H  -M  -H 

c  c  c 

•H  -H  t-! 

s  s  s 


X 
0) 

> 

CD 

e 
o 

CO 


c   c   c   c 

•H    -H     H    -H 

s  s  s  s 


4J 

c 

<D 
CO    73 


ft   oi 


c 
o 

■H 

4-> 
(0 

c 

•rH 

73 
u 
O 
O 

u 


c 


4-1 

Vj  -r-l 

to  4-1 

e  cd 

■H  C 

u  cd  o 

ft  CO    <C 


c 
o 

•H 
rH  4J 
(0  Qi 
CT>  -H 

a;   u 
J    o 

CO 

Q 


0 

4-)  > 

Vj  03 

•H  U 

a  o 

73  T3 

a>  a; 

73  73 

rC  rC 

Vj  Vj 


CD     0 
>     > 


4->     4J 

■rH      -rH 

B    B 


vj    vj    u 


4->  73  4-> 

vj  <D  vj 

■H  JJ  r-t 

Q  fO  Q 

■H  Vj 

4->    73  CD  73 

•rl      HI  JJ  (I) 

e  t3  -h  T3 

(T3  - — I  <T3 

Vj  X>  Vj 


CD  CD 

>  > 

•H  -M 

4->  4-> 

■r-l  -H 

e  e 


4J 
Vj 

CD     CD   -H 

>   >  a 


o  o 

o  u 

e  3 

(0  o 

X  X 

CT>  -H 

C  Vj 

■H  rC 

CO  u 


UUIIMOOUMI 


o 
u 

.* 

o 

o 

c 
c 
CO 

CQ 


4J  73 

■■H  CD 

6  73 

■H  ro 

vj  u 


CD     CD 
>     > 


-U     4_> 
■rH     -r-l 

e  e 


ft  ft  cj  ft 


Vj      VJ      Vj 

fti    ft     ft 


CD  r-l  CD  CD  CD  CD 

>  a  >  >  >  > 

•r-l  -r-l  -r-l  -r4  -r-l 

4-)  73  4J  4->  4J  4-> 

•rH  CD  r-l  r-l  -H  -H 

e  T3  e  e  e  e 

•rH  tO  -H  -r-l  -rH  -r-l 

Vj  Vj  Vj  1_|  Vj  Vj 

ft  o  ft  a,  a,  ft 


o   o 


e 

CO 

X! 

c 


U     (0 


CO 


o 
u 

3 

o 

.Q 

•H 

Vj 

fO 


o 
u 

o 
o 
c 

c 

03 


o   o   o 
u  u  u 


o 
o 
c 
c 

CO    CO    CO    CO     <0     fO 


u  ft  co 


CQCDCOCOCi-ifciCJuCJcacO 


o 
u 

3  O 

o  u 

XI 

•H  C 

V-l  -r-l 

CO  rH 

u  ^ 

c 

»  co 

CO  l-i 


o   o 

CJ    u 


o   o 
u  u 


co  co 


i-l 

(0    CO    CO 


o 

u    . 
o 

CD    U 
(0     3 

J   o 

X) 

l-l        rH 

^    (0     U 
CO    CD    nj 


CubUUCufcCufflUCQ 


o 

U 

CD  • 

■X  O 

(0  u 

J 

CD 

vj  .*: 

(0  CO 

CD  J 
CO 

VJ  H      VJ 

-  cO      ~    vj     to 

CO  CD    CO     CO    CD 

Dli  CO    Cu    U    CO 


o 
u 

-^ 
o 

o 
c 
c 

CQ 


o 

•  cj 

o 

U  CD 

3  (0 

O  J 
X) 


CO    4-)  CO 

(0 

.     0)  • 

e  vj  e 

e  o  e 

CD 


c 
o 

■H 
-U 

CO 

CD 

Vj    r 

O 

CD 


Pi   U   crj   cj   pc; 


d) 

c 

C 

4J 

o 

o 

■H 

•r-l 

•H 

CO 

4J 

4J 

CO 

Cd 

• 

CD 

CD 

e 

Vj 

VJ 

s 

O 

O 

o 

CD 

0) 

u 

« 

K 

X 
4J 

CO 
Qj 
j-> 
O 
O 
Cu 


s  < 


CD 

> 

•rH 

JJ 

T3 

■H 

V 

CD 

e 

-o 

c 

•H 

T3 

o 

V-l 

VJ 

z 

a. 

O 

o   o 

U    CJ 


3 

o 

X 

•r-l 

Vj 
CO 


O 

u 


c 

03 

VJ 

fa 


.JVC 

o 

o  * 

C  Oh 

C  O 

03  CO 


CJ    CO    * 


c 

o 

•rH 

•U 

CO 

CD 

VJ     E         C 

CJ 

CO 

CD 

CD 

« 

rH 

r- 1     ID 

LDLDLnLriQOCOOroroO 

omroooLnLnLnLnooi/iLnoo 

O 

O    IT)    CD 

in 

C3^ 

O     O 

CNOOrHrHOCNOOrH 

CNrHOrHCNrH— IOOOCN"*CNO 

CN 

rH     O     C^ 

m 

>rr 

o> 

CN 

T 

o 

-* 

kO 

O 

'<r 

o 

rg 

<T\ 

** 

OJ 

rH 

CO 

CM 

CO 

r~~ 

CO 

CN 

o 

CNI 

•H 

O 

r-< 

03 

4J 

rH 

CN 

r~- 

rH 

m 

r-l 

1— 1 

m 

ro 

.—1 

CN 

•=r 

CN 

CO 

r^j 

CO 

c^ 

rH 

CO 

CN 

•^r 

rH 

r-H 

CO 

CN 

r» 

co 

t—{ 

CO 

CN 

O 

CO 

CO 

co 

co 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

co 

CO 

co 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

co 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

Eh 

cc 

CO 

CO 

w 

w 

DJ 

Cd 

CJ 

CJ 

CJ 

CJ 

CJ 

Cd 

CJ 

CJ 

CJ 

w 

cj 

CJ 

CJ 

CJ 

Cd 

CJ 

Cd 

Cd 

cj 

CJ 

CJ 

CJ 

Cd 

CJN 

<D 

(Tv 

m 

^o 

in 

CO 

T 

kD 

00 

CO 

m 

•=* 

o 

cn 

^r 

r- 

r-- 

■H^ 

CO 

r-H 

CO 

in 

m 

CD 

rH 

CO 

OI 

LD 

O 

oo 

"* 

ro 

n 

no 

m 

no 

PO 

ro 

ro 

co 

OO 

>* 

^r 

CO 

«* 

CO 

CO 

CO 

«tf 

>* 

tT 

<=-r 

«* 

ro 

•sf 

<* 

^r 

CO 

"=r 

Qi 

Bj 

« 

QJ 

« 

Qi 

a; 

re; 

Qi 

« 

Qi 

CO 

Qi 

CO 

Qi 
CO 

05 

Qi 

CU 

Qi 

Qi 
CO 

Qi 
CO 

on 
co 

Qi 
CO 

Qi 
CO 

Pi 

Qi 

Qi 
CO 

Qi 

Qi 

Qi 
CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

o 

CO 

rxj 

o 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

m 

r-l 

ro 

CO 

CO 

CO 

CO 

rH 

CO 

CO 

•>* 

C 

-* 

r~ 

^ 

r— 

>£> 

r-~ 

r~- 

ao 

00 

00 

o> 

r-\ 

co 

i— 1 

—1 

CO 

CTi 

m 

^D 

rH 

rH 

r-\ 

rH 

rH 

<T\ 

o\ 

—H 

r- 

in 

rH 

o 

EH 

Eh 

Eh 

EH 

EH 

EH 

H 

H 

Eh 

Eh 

E-h 

Eh 

Eh 

Eh 

Eh 

Eh 

Eh 

Eh 

Eh 

EH 

Eh 

EH 

Eh 

Eh 

EH 

EH 

EH 

EH 

EH 

EH 

■rH 
4J 

(0 

e 

CO 

C 

Jnf 

^: 

c 

• 

c 

O 

CD 

CD 

C 

o 

C 

4-) 

Vj 

• 

r-H 

■H 

>. 

• 

1> 

a> 

o 

>1 

>i 

CO 

CD 

c 

CO 

u 

0) 

(0 

c 

c 

a: 

VJ 

-^ 

C 

VJ 

>i 

c 

c 

CJ 

o 

> 

>i 

3 

CD 

rn 

4-> 

CO 

4-) 

c 

CD 

U 

c 

0) 

J* 

O 

CJ 

G 

c 

X 

M 

O 

03 

t—{ 

J 

•H 

u 

O 

Qi 

T3 

jk: 

c 

U 

s 

o 

CD 

o 

0) 

CD 

>i 

•H 

03 

4-> 

0) 

>i 

u 

CO 

3 

•iH 

\ 

^ 

Qi 

VJ 

H 

CD 

3 

>1 

J^ 

VJ 

.c 

>1 

VJ 

CD 

c 

X) 

co 

CD 

CJ 

rH 

CD 

c 

CD 

O 

CO 

T3 

JJ 

CD 

CD 

VJ 

4H 

Vj 

CD 

O 

J* 

4-) 

c 

0J 

CJ 

co 

c 

u 

VJ 

(0 

o 

03 

C 

6 

Vj 

03 

JK 

r-H 

rH 

Vj 

O 

c 

CD 

4J 

rH 

CO 

o 

CO 

VJ 

s 

o 

X 

03 

CD 

VJ 

03 

CJ 

CJ 

o 

CO 

•iH 

CO 

CO 

CJ 

u 

u 

•rH 

H 

Eh 

o 

•rH 

u 

o 

■rA 

Z 

CJ 

o 

Cn 

u 

Vj 

•-{ 

03 

U 

.G 

3 

4J 

W 

03 

S 

O 

3 

o 

D 

o 

CO 

s 

3 

C 

u 

Vj 

•H 

U 

03 

s 

CO 

C 

CO 

c 

Vj 

C 

0) 

XI 

3 

co 

X 

rn 

C 

C 

ft 

'4-1 

3 

<n 

cd 

03 

Qj 

O 

^ 

r-l 

>i 

4J 

Xi 

•rH 

CD 

c 

o 

CD 

a< 

c 

o 

03 

X) 

4-1 

VJ 

O 

o 

Qj 

^c 

0 

CN 

73 

CD 

CP 

e 

rH 

U 

c 

T3 

CP 

CO 

rH 

4J 

eu 

n 

3 

4J 

> 

—i 

j*: 

CO 

—1 

o 

fO 

CD 

VJ 

cn 

4-J 

03 

O 

O 

Vj 

\ 

■H 

Vj 

Vj 

3 

>1 

03 

o 

-o 

c 

>1 

^1 

■H 

VJ 

o 

4J 

CO 

rH 

Vj 

4J 

CJ 

Q) 

Qj 

03 

CD 

4-) 

73 

1 

03 

Vj 

rH 

<D 

3 

O 

4-) 

CO 

i-f 

o 

03 

■H 

VJ 

OJ 

e 

• 

CO 

Vj 

o 

CD 

03 

CO 

• 

3 

03 

X 

Qj 

0) 

Vj 

O 

O 

o 

rH 

CO 

c 

co 

s 

CO 

Eh 

CD 

s 

u 

m 

U 

CD 

CO 

CO 

CJ 

CO 

CJ 

co 

3 

rj 

w 

O 

<-} 

CJ 

ro 

ro 

o 

u 

CO 

u 

CO 

Z 

CN 

O 

■K 

28 


SELECTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PLAN 


Each  alternative  included  in  the  Pocatello  RMP  represents  a  comprehensive 
plan  for  managing  all  of  the  public  land  and  resources  within  the 
Pocatello  Resource  Area.   Each  plan  emphasizes  a  different  management 
philosophy  from  continuing  the  present  management  to  significant  changes 
for  future  management.   All  of  the  alternatives  meet  the  requirements  of 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA).   The  selection  of  the 
Proposed  Plan  is  based  on  issue  resolution,  public  input,  environmental 
impacts,  economic  considerations,  and  resource  production. 

Social  and  Economic  Values 

The  Proposed  Plan  considers  social  and  economic  values  in  all  counties  in 
the  PRA  by  providing  for  land  disposal,  livestock  grazing,  mineral 
development,  recreation,  and  timber  harvest.   About  17,068  acres  of 
public  land  would  be  offered  for  transfer  from  Federal  ownership. 
Livestock  management  would  provide  34,276  AUMs  of  livestock  forage  over 
the  long-term.   A  total  of  598,581  acres  would  be  open  for  non-energy 
solid  minerals  (phosphate)  leasing.   A  total  of  354,508  acres  would  be 
open  for  oil  and  gas/geothermal  leasing  and  329,273  acres  would  be  open 
for  location  of  mining  claims. 

Approximately  808  acres  of  public  forest  land  would  be  available  for 
intensive  forest  management  and  11,369  acres  would  be  available  for 
restricted  management.   Additionally,  28,011  acres  of  woodland  would  be 
available  for  management  with  5,069  acres  of  that  total  being  deferred 
until  a  decision  is  made  on  two  wilderness  study  areas. 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  increase  direct  livestock  earnings  from  the 
existing  situation  by  $17,300  in  the  short-term  and  by  $110,600  in  the 
long-term.   This,  however,  represents  only  a  gain  of  0.02  to  0.1  percent 
on  the  PRA  farm  earnings.   Direct  recreation  earnings  would  increase  from 
the  existing  situation  by  $49,500  or  a  gain  of  0.1  percent  in  the  PRA 
retail  trade  ernings.  Direct  lumber  and  wood  earnings  would  be  decreased 
from  the  existing  situation  by  $23,700.   In  the  long-term,  the  capital 
value  of  AUMs  could  be  increased  by  as  much  as  $1.4  million. 
Improvements  needed  to  implement  the  Proposed  Plan  would  cost  $365,072. 
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Plans,  Programs,  and  Policies  of  Other  Federal  Agencies,  State  and  Local 

Governments,  and  Indian  Tribes 

BLM's  resource  management  plans  must  be  consistent  with  officially 
approved  and  adopted  resource-related  plans  (or  in  their  absence, policies 
or  programs)  of  other  Federal  agencies,  State  and  local  governments,  and 
Indian  tribes.   The  Proposed  Plan  is  consistent  with  all  county  land  use 
plans.   Public  input  from  Federal  agencies,  State  and  local  governments, 
and  the  Sho-Ban  Indian  Tribe  does  not  indicate  that  there  are  any 
inconsistencies  with  their  plans. 

Existing  Law,  Regulations,  and  BLM  Policy 

In  the  Proposed  Plan,  there  does  not  appear  to  be  any  discrepancy  with 
existing  law,  regulation,  or  BLM  policy. 

Future  Needs  and  Demand  for  Existing  or  Potential  Resource  Commodities 

and  Values 

The  demand  for  phosphate  ore  is  expected  to  remain  stable  over  the 
short-term  and  increase  slowly  over  the  long-term.   Continuing  interest 
in  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  exploration  is  anticipated  in  Idaho  with  a 
high  expectation  of  an  eventual  oil  or  gas  discovery.   The  demand  for  the 
livestock  grazing  resource  is  high  and  there  is  a  moderate  demand  for  the 
timber  resource.   The  Proposed  Plan  meets  or  exceeds  these  demands. 

The  average  use  by  livestock  the  past  five  years  has  been  24,061  AUMs. 
While  the  initial  stocking  rate  would  be  29,151  AUMs,  the  long-term 
stocking  rate  would  increase  to  34,276  AUMs. 

Approximately  13,255  acres  of  public  forest  land  would  be  open  to 
commercial  harvest,  with  an  approximate  allowable  cut  of  0.3  million 
board  feet  per  year. 

Public  Input 

The  Proposed  Plan  has  taken  into  consideration  the  concerns  of  the 
minerals  and  energy  industry  by  making  lands  accessible  and  available  for 
exploration.   Other  public  concerns  have  dealt  with  range  resource, 
wildlife  habitat,  recreation,  lands  disposal,  and  timber  harvest.   The 
Proposed  Plan  provides  for  the  multiple  use  of  all  of  these  resources. 

Public  Welfare  and  Safety 

Facilities  provided  at  developed  campgrounds  and  other  recreational  areas 
would  provide  for  public  welfare  and  safety.   While  public  land  within 
areas  identified  as  open  to  motorized  vehicle  use  generally  would  remain 
available  for  such  use  without  restrictions,  restrictions  could  be 
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imposed  when  there  is  a  need  to  promote  user  safety  or  protect  a 
resource.   To  provide  for  public  safety,  stipulations  would  be  included 
in  mining  plans  of  operations  and  timber  harvesting.   Emergency  ORV 
restrictions  would  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register  and  then  proposed 
as  a  plan  amendment  requiring  public  input.   Public  hazards  would  be 
clearly  marked  and  fenced,  if  necessary,  to  prevent  injury.   Full 
suppression  fire  management  guidelines  would  be  followed  on  253,143  acres, 

Past  and  Present  Use  of  Public  and  Adjacent  Lands 

The  Proposed  Plan  provides  for  the  continuation  of  past  and  present  use 
of  public  and  adjacent  lands  while  still  providing  for  the  protection  and 
development  of  other  resource  values. 

A  decision  was  made  in  the  Bannock/Oneida  EIS  to  reserve  3,142  acres  of 
unallotted  rangeland  in  Bannock  County  for  wildlife,  watershed,  and  other 
non-grazing  uses.   This  document  modifies  that  decision  and  allows 
leasing  of  some  of  those  areas  while  protecting  additional  acreage  not 
previously  covered.   The  net  result  is  an  increase  of  987  acres  under  a 
no-lease  provision. 

Range  management  would  provide  29,151  AUMs  of  livestock  forage  in  the 
short-term  and  34,276  AUMs  in  the  long-term.   A  total  of  598,581  acres 
would  be  open  for  solid  minerals  (phosphate)  leasing.   A  total  of  354,508 
acres  would  be  open  for  oil  and  gas/geothermal  leasing  and  329,273  acres 
would  be  open  for  location  of  mining  claims.   Approximately  13,255  acres 
of  public  forest  land  would  be  open  to  commercial  harvest,  with  an 
approximate  allowable  cut  of  0.3  million  board  feet  per  year.   Big  game 
populations  of  7,105  deer  and  543  elk  would  utilize  10,521  AUMs  of  forage, 

For  riparian,  BLM  would  maintain  70.89  miles  of  stream  in  their  present 
satisfactory  condition  and  improve  22.70  miles.   Under  this  multiple-use 
Plan,  1.40  miles  would  continue  to  decline  in  condition. 

This  Plan  would  recognize  recreation  as  the  principal  use  of  the  lands  in 
two  special  recreation  management  areas.   Lands  open  to  unrestricted, 
wheeled  vehicle  use  would  total  75,115  acres,  while  143,931  acres  would 
be  open  to  over-snow  vehicles. 

Quantity  and  Quality  of  Noncommodity  Resource  Values 

The  Proposed  Plan  provides  noncommodity  resource  values  such  as  wildlife, 
fisheries,  watershed,  recreation,  wilderness,  and  cultural  sites.   The 
quantity  and  quality  of  these  resources  would  best  be  protected  by 
Alternative  D.   However,  the  Proposed  Plan  would  result  in  big  game 
populations  of  7,105  deer  and  543  elk.   For  riparian  habitat,  BLM  would 
maintain  70.89  miles  of  stream  in  their  present  condition  and  improve 
22.70  miles.   Approximately  1.40  miles  would  continue  to  decline  in 
condition. 
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This  Plan  would  recognize  recreation  as  the  principal  use  of  the  lands  in 
six  existing  recreation  sites,  five  new  sites,  and  two  trail  segments 
totaling  six  miles.   Lands  open  to  unrestricted,  wheeled  vehicle  use 
would  total  75,115  acres  and  lands  open  for  over-snow  vehicles,  143,931 
acres. 

Environmental  Impacts 

Transfer  of  lands  out  of  Federal  ownership  would  result  in  a  loss  of 
administrative  control  of  ail  resource  values  except  mineral  values. 
Completion  of  nonstructural  range  improvements  would  represent  a 
commitment  of  land  and  resources  for  the  duration  of  the  projects. 
Of t-road-vehicle  designations  of  "closed"  would  continue  as  in  the 
Existing  Situation  or  Alternative  A.   The  Proposed  Plan  would  add  new 
closed  designations  for  wheeled  vehicles  by  increasing  from  320  acres  to 
3,537  acres  and  closed  to  over-snow  vehicles  by  increasing  from  22,344 
acres  to  26,877  acres. 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  provide  for  improvement  in  ecological  range 
condition.   Livestock  AUMs  would  show  a  minor  increase  over  the  5-year 
average  use.   Wildlife  habitat  condition  and  available  AUMs  would 
increase.   Riparian  habitat  would  show  a  moderate  improvement.   A  major 
increase  in  recreational  opportunities  would  take  place.   Impacts  to 
cultural  resources  would  decrease  slightly. 

Conclusion 

Alternative  B  has  been  chosen  as  the  Proposed  Plan.   It  gives  no  special 
emphasis  to  any  one  resource  but  emphasizes  balanced,  multiple-use 
management  and  is  based  upon  a  realistic  expectation  of  funding.   The 
rationale  for  selection  of  the  Proposed  Plan  is  summarized  below. 


RATIONALE  FOR  SELECTION  OF  PROPOSED  PLAN 


Minerals  Management 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  maintain  598,581  acres  (93  percent)  of  the  PRA 
open  to  solid  mineral  leasing,  354,508  acres  (90  percent)  available  for 
fluid  mineral  leasing,  329,273  acres  (85  percent)  available  for  locatable 
mineral  entry  and  311,793  acres  (80  percent)  open  to  mineral  materials 
disposal.   A  total  of  1,934  acres  would  be  closed  to  mineral  exploration 
on  a  seasonal  basis  to  protect  soils.   NSO  stipulations  would  apply  to 
30,499  acres.   A  total  of  130,000  acres  would  have  seasonal  restrictions 
to  protect  wildlife.   Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  977  acres  of  proposed 
RNAs,  2,706  acres  of  ACECs,  and  1800  acres  of  the  Downey  PWR  would  be 
closed  to  leasing.   A  total  of  44,378  (7  percent)  acres  of 
non-discretionary  and  discretionary  withdrawals  would 


32 


be  closed  to  solid  leasable  minerals  and  38,895  (10  percent)  acres  of 
non-discretionary  and  discretionary  withdrawals  would  be  closed  to  fluid 
leasable 

Rationale 

Two  issues  were  directed  toward  minerals  management.   Issue  10  addressed 
mineral  development  and  Issue  11  addressed  availability  of  lands  for 
mineral  leasing.   The  Proposed  Plan  addresses  both  of  these  issues. 
Issue  10  was  covered  by  illustrating  the  inter-relationship  between 
minerals  and  other  resources.   This  balanced  approach  helped  define  and 
clarify  mineral  development  areas  and  subsequently  mineral  availability 
(Issue  11)  was  determined  through  conflict  resolution. 

The  majority  of  public  lands  would  be  made  available  for  mineral  leasing, 
location,  and  for  mineral  materials  disposals.   Seasonal  restrictions 
would  protect  other  critical  resource  values  and  would   not  significantly 
impact  mineral  exploration  or  development  opportunities,   withdrawals 
from  mineral  entry  would  insure  the  protection  of  those  special  or 
fragile  areas  while  only  having  a  minimal  impact  on  availability. 


Lands  -  Retention  and  Transfer 

A  total  of  17,068  acres  of  public  land  would  be  evaluated  through 
detailed  studies  for  potential  transfer  out  of  public  ownership.   Of  this 
total,  8,124  acres  would  be  proposed  for  transfer  solely  through 
exchange.   A  total  of  247,413  acres  of  public  land  would  be  retained. 
BLM  would  also  attempt  to  acquire  9,687   acres  of  private  land  and  9,880 
acres  of  State  land  primarily  through  exchange. 

Rationale 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  recognize  the  expressed  need  to  make  lands  with 
community  expansion  potential  available  tor  future  development  (Issue  1  - 
Land  Tenure).   The  public  lands  identified  as  available  for  disposal 
would  have  little  or  no  multiple  use  benefits. 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  maintain  continuity  in  grazing  allotments  and 
retain  tracts  that  have  high  wildlife  and  multiple  use  public  values. 
Only  parcels  of  relatively  low  multiple  use  value  that  are  difficult  and 
uneconomical  to  manage  or  present  management  problems  would  be  available 
for  transfer. 

Access  would  be  a  key  consideration  in  all  land  transfers.   Parcels 
essential  to  assure  public  access  to  BLM  administered  public  lands  would 
be  retained. 

No  public  lands  within  the  old  Fort  Hall  Reservation  boundary  of  1898 
area  would  be  offered  for  disposal  through  sale.   However,  opportunities 
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for  exchange  may  provide  benefits  to  the  of f -Reservation  rights  and  will 
be  closely  coordinated  with  the  Tribes  (Issue  9  -  Shoshone-Bannock 
Off-Reservation  Rights). 


Range  Management 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  retain  247,413  acres  of  public  land  for  livestock 
grazing.   The  stocking  rates  would  be  29,969  AUMs,  a  20  percent  increase 
from  the  current  5  year  average  use  and  a  2.8  percent  increase  from  the 
current  active  preference  .   The  long-term  stocking  rate  would  be  34,276 
AUMs,  which  would  be  a  12.6  percent  increase  over  the  initial  stocking 
rate  of  29,969  AUMs.   Livestock  use  adjustments  in  AUMs  or  season  of  use 
would  be  based  on  future  monitoring  and  would  be  consistent  with 
regulations  and  policy. 

The  Proposed  Plan  recognizes  the  need  for  additional  brush  control. 
Seedings  would  be  done  in  areas  where  a  native  perennial  seed  source  is 
not  available.   Additional  range  improvements,  water  facilities  and 
fencing  would  be  provided.   To  implement  this,  AMPs/grazing  systems  would 
be  developed. 

Rationale 

Livestock  grazing  on  public  land  is  an  important  economic  resource  (Issue 
3  -  Range  Management)  for  this  area.   The  Proposed  Plan  would  maintain 
most  of  the  current  livestock  operations  with  a  possibility  of  increasing 
use  as  a  result  of  reducing  unallotted  acres.   The  Proposed  Plan  would 
also  provide  for  multiple  use  while  allowing  grazing,  soil  protection, 
wildlife  habitat  and  other  resource  uses.   Range  improvements  would  be 
designed  to  enhance  or  to  have  few  adverse  impacts  on  the  other  resource 
uses. 

Shoshone-Bannock  tribal  members  have  a  right  to  graze  their  livestock 
within  the  old  ceded  boundary.   This  right  gives  the  Fort  Hall  tribal 
members  preference  over  other  members  of  the  private  sector  (Issue  9  - 
Shoshone-Bannock  Off -Reservation  Rights). 


Wildlife  Management 

Under  the  Proposed  Plan,  projected  populations  of  7,105  deer  and  543  elk 
would  be  supported  on  winter  range  on  public  lands.   Approximately  4,131 
acres  of  big  game  winter/spring  range,  about  3,215  acres  of  sage  grouse 
and  sharp-tailed  grouse  seasonal  ranges,  and  about  102  acres  of  nongame 
habitat  would  be  improved.   This  would  occur  through  joint  AMP  and  HMP 
development  by  raising  ecological  range  condition  from  fair  to  good. 
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The  Stump  Creek  ACEC  would  be  designated  to  protect  2,483  acres  of 
important  elk  uinter  range. 

Rationale 

The  Proposed  Plan  recognizes  the  importance  or"  wildlife  habitat  on  public 
lands  (Issue  4  -  Protection  of  Wildlife  Habitat).   It  would  provide  for 
improvement  of  crucial  elk  winter  habitat,  deer,  sharp-tailed  grouse, 
sage  grouse,  and  many  non-game  species  habitat.   There  would  be 
sufficient  forage  and  habitat  available  to  meet  the  goals  of  this 
alternative.   Riparian  areas  would  be  considered  of  prime  importance  and 
be  managed  to  maintain  or  improve  them  where  possible.   Sensitive  and 
threatened  or  endangered  species  habitat  would  be  protected. 


Recreation  and  Visual  Resources 

Recreation  use  within  the  planning  area  is  steadily  growing.   Principal 
uses  include  hunting,  fishing,  ORV  use,  river  running  and  sightseeing. 
The  Proposed  Plan  will  designate  two  Special  Recreation  Management 
Areas:   The  Pocatello  ORV  use  area  and  Blackfoot  River  water-based 
recreation  use  area.   Recreation  sites  would  be  developed  at  5  additional 
locations  in  the  planning  area. 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  leave  open  a  total  of  75,115  acres  to  wheeled  ORV 
use  and  143,931  acres  to  over-snow  ORV  use.   Limited  designations  would 
be  placed  on  185,829  acres  for  wheeled  travel  and  93,673  acres  for 
over-snow  use. 

Rationale 

The  development  of  the  recreation  sites  would  help  meet  the  increasing 
demand  for  the  recreation  resource  in  the  area.   The  Special  Recreation 
Management  Area  designations  would  provide  for  more  detailed  planning  to 
accommodate  primary  uses  and  reduce  conflicts  between  user. 

The  closure  of  areas  to  ORV  use  would  protect  soils  from  severe  erosion 
and  prevent  direct  conflicts  with  wildlife.   ORV  use  in  the  PRA  is 
continuing  to  grow  and  the  Proposed  Plan  would  protect  sensitive 
resources  while  allowing  ORV  use  to  continue  in  areas  with  less  potential 
for  resource  damage  (Issue  6  -  Off-Road-Vehicle  Use  on  Public  Lands). 


Special  Designations 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  result  in  the  designation  of  three  ACECs  totaling 
4,506  acres  and  seven  RNA/ACECs  totaling  1,494  acres. 
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Rationale 

The  Stump  Creek  Ridge  ACEC  (2,483  acres)  is  one  of  the  most  important  elk 
winter  ranges  in  the  PRA.   Travertine  Park  ACEC  has  three  unique 
features:   rare  plants,  travertine  outwash  deposits,  and  a  relatively 
undisturbed  mixed-shrub  ecosystem.   Travertine  Park  ACEC  comprises  223 
acres.   Downey  Watershed  ACEC  (1800  acres)  reserves  all  water  on  this 
land  for  the  community  needs  of  the  city  of  Downey,  Idaho. 

The  seven  RNA/ACECs  designated  in  the  Proposed  Plan  are:   Cheatbeck 
Canyon  (100  acres),  comprised  of  excellent  mixed  stands  of  boxelder  and 
bigtooth  maple;  Dairy  Hollow  (45  acres),  contains  unique  geomorphic 
structures  and  a  good  stand  of  Wyoming  sagebrush/needle-and-thread  grass 
habitat  as  well  as  Astragalus  spatulatus;  Formation  Cave  (70  acres),  has 
pristine  stands  of  bitterbrush,  Nevada  bluegrass  and  shrubby  cinquefoil; 
Oneida  Narrows  (617  acres),  has  near  vertical  limestone  cliffs  containing 
grottos  and  caves  which  provide  a  haven  for  a  variety  of  birds  and 
uniquely  adapted  plants;  Pine  Gap  (232  acres)  contains  uniform  stands  of 
black  sagebrush  and  bluebunch  wheatgrass.   It  also  has  a  rare  plant 
Astragalus  spatulatus.   Robbers  Roost  Creek  (400  acres)  maintains  an 
excellent  shrub  community  common  to  this  part  of  Idaho.   It  would  provide 
a  very  good  undisturbed  reference  and  study  area.   Travertine  Park  (30 
acres)  has  an  undisturbed  mixed-shrub  community  surrounded  by  rugged 
geomorphic  features. 


Cultural  Resources 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  protect  and  preserve  documented  prehistoric  and 
historic  sites.   Activity  plans  for  significant  sites  would  reduce 
vandalism,  and  no-n-permitted  artifact  removal,  while  encouraging 
scientific  archaeological  research  and  interpretation. 

Rationale 

The  PRA's  cultural  resources  are  fragile  and  nonrenewable.   They  have 
significant  archaeological  research  potential.   They  also  have  high 
educational  and  visitor  use  potential.   The  Proposed  Plan  recognizes  the 
nature  and  significance  of  these  resources,  and  would  recommend 
protective  measures  or  public  information  facilities. 


Forest  Management 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  make  13,255  acres  of  commercial  forest  land 
available  for  restricted  and  non-restricted  management  through  clearcut, 
shelterwood,  and  select  cut  harvest  regeneration  methods. 

Approximately  28,011  acres  of  woodlands  would  be  available  for  the 
production  of  woodland  products  (firewood,  posts  and  poles,  Christmas 
trees,  etc. ) . 


36 


Rationale 

The  commercial  forest  lands  designated  as  available  for  harvest  would 
meet  the  demand  for  forest  products  from  the  public  land.   The  woodland 
acres  designated  as  available  for  harvest  would  meet  the  needs  of  the 
public  by  identifying  firewood  cutting  areas  and  making  them  accessible. 
(Issue  7  -  Timber  and  Firewood  Utilization). 


Riparian  and  Water  Quality 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  improve  water  quality,  fisheries  habitat  and 
riparian  habitat  on  22.70  miles  of  stream  in  the  area.   Some  fencing 
would  be  required  to  provide  the  protection  needed.   An  additional  70.89 
miles  of  stream  would  be  managed  to  maintain  existing  fisheries,  water 
quality  and  riparian  habitat  which  is  currently  in  satisfactory  condition, 

Rationale 

The  Proposed  Plan  recognizes  the  water  and  water  related  resources  in  the 
area  are  of  great  importance  to  the  public  land  and  the  private  land 
(Issue  8  -  Protection  of  Riparian  Habitat  and  Water  Quality). 

Steps  have  been  taken  in  the  preferred  alternative  to  improve  these 
resources  through  management  and  fencing.   Other  resource  water  needs 
would  be  taken  into  consideration  in  all  management  actions  considered  to 
meet  water  quality  standards. 


Soils  and  Watershed  Management 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  protect  948  acres  from  erosion  at  Oneida  Narrows 
and  224  acres  of  disturbed  lands  would  be  reclaimed  on  Woodall  Mountain 
and  Trail  Creek.   Approximately  360  acres  of  ashy  soils  would  be 
protected  from  any  surface  disturbance  and  500  acres  of  Juniper  would  be 
cut  to  improve  ground  cover  and  reduce  erosion  potential. 

Rationale 

Some  soils  in  the  PRA  are  very  susceptible  to  soil  erosion.  The  Proposed 
Plan  would  protect  areas  where  severe  soil  erosion  would  occur.  It  would 
also  provide  the  means  to  monitor  erosion  rates  and  develop  procedures  to 
alleviate  the  problem. 


Fire  Management 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  provide  full  suppression  on  96  percent  of  the 
PRA.   Limited  suppression  would  be  implemented  on  4  percent  of  the 
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area;  prescribed  fire  would  be  used  as  a  management  tool  on  about 
one-fourth  of  the  limited  suppression  area.   Fire  management  plans  would 
be  developed  which  lay  out  fire  prevention  and  suppression  guidelines  and 
fire  prescriptions  defining  under  what  conditions  burning  would  be 
allowed. 

Rationale 

Suppression  actions  on  wildfires  will  occur  on  all  Pocatello  Resource 
Area  lands.   Because  of  the  potential  threat  to  life,  real  property  and 
high  resource  values  at  risk,  intensive  suppression  actions  will  be 
provided  on  96  percent  of  the  Pocatello  Resource  Area.   On  the  remaining 
acres  (4  percent  of  the  Resource  Area),  conditional  suppression  will 
occur.   These  wildfires  will  be  managed  so  that  damage  to  the 
environmental  communities  in  the  area  is  held  to  a  minimum. 


Access 

The  Proposed  Plan  would  obtain  legal  public  access  to  37,300  acres  (see 
Map  8)  of  public  land  (17  percent  of  the  PRA). 

Rationale 

The  scattered,  isolated  nature  of  some  blocks  of  public  land  in  the  PRA 
provides  limited  or  no  public  access  across  private  lands.  The  major  need 
for  improved  access  comes  from  recreationists  (hunting,  fishing,  ORV 
users);  however,  the  Forestry  and  Wildlife  programs  would  also  benetit 
from  improved  access  to  public  lands.   Wherever  a  need  to  improve  access 
to  public  lands  across  private  lands  is  identified,  the  impacts  to 
private  landowners  will  have  to  be  carefully  considered  (Issue  2  -  Legal 
and  Physical  Access  to  Public  Lands). 
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Planning  Criteria 

Planning  criteria  are  the  factors  or  data  that  BLM  must  consider  prior  to 
arriving  at  a  land  use  decision  relative  to  any  issue.   The  following  are  the 
factors  that  have  been  used  in  arriving  at  decisions  in  the  Draft  RMP: 

A.  Social  and  economic  values. 

B.  Plans,  programs,  and  policies  of  other  Federal  agencies,  State  and  local 
governments,  and  Indian  tribes. 

C.  Existing  law,  regulations,  and  BLM  policy. 

D.  Future  needs  and  demand  for  existing  or  potential  resource  commodities 
and  values. 

E.  Public  input. 

F.  Public  welfare  and  safety. 

G.  Past  and  present  use  of  public  and  adjacent  lands. 
H..  Quantity  and  quality  of  noncommodity  resource  values. 
I.   Environmental  impacts. 
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Other  criteria  directly  related  to  issues  addressed  in  this  RMP  are: 

1.  Public  land  disposal  involving  either  public  sale  or  exchanges  must  meet 
the  criteria  in  Section  203  or  206  of  FLPMA. 

2.  Acquiring  legal  access  to  blocks  of  public  lands  where  the  public  and 
BLM  have  identified  high  resource  values  must  meet  the  criteria  of 
Section  205  of  FLPMA,  which  states:   Acquisitions  shall  be  consistent 
with  the  mission  of  the  department  involved,  and  with  land  use  plans. 

The  level  (type)  of  access  needed  will  be  determined  by  activity 
planning,  legal  adequacy,  costs  vs  benefits,  duration,  availability  of 
informal  use  authorizations,  and  assurance  of  favorable  opinion  of  title, 

3.  The  following  factors  being  considered  in  setting  livestock  use  levels 
and  establishing  basic  management: 

a.  The  economic  stability  of  the  local  livestock  industry  in  all  seven 
counties. 

b.  Plant  vigor  maintenance  requirements,  condition  and  trend,  as  well 
as  watershed  and  riparian  area  protection  and  stability 
requirements,  must  be  met. 

c.  The  BLM  will  provide  habitat,  including  forage,  for  wildlife  on 
public  land.   The  amount  of  forage  provided  is  determined  by  BLM 
through  consultation  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and 
the  public  land  users. 

4.  BLM  will  manage  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  on  the  public  lands  by: 

a.  Preparing  Habitat  Management  Plans. 

b.  Installing  wildlife  improvements:   fences,  watering  facilities, 
brush  seedings,  and  goose  nesting  platforms. 

c.  Giving  priority  to  threatened  or  endangered  species  habitat. 

d.  Maintaining  big  game  habitat  to  support  herd  numbers  as  identified 
by  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

e.  Inclusion  of  stipulations  or  conditions  on  BLM  leases. 

5.  Control  of  grasshoppers  on  public  lands  is  also  a  concern  in  the  BLM. 

We  will  continue  to  cooperate  with  APHIS  wherever  grasshopper  population 
densities  occur.   Whenever  grasshopper  or  mormon  cricket  population 
exceed  8  per  square  yard  on  BLM  lands  next  to  croplands,  control  can  be 
started.   Infestation  on  "large  blocks"  of  BLM  rangeland  can  also  be 
controlled  under  this  Act. 

Control  of  noxious  weeds  is  a  concern  to  BLM.   In  the  PRA,  Dyer's  woad 
is  the  most  widespread  weed  which  has  infested  approximately  1,620  acres 
of  public  land.   The  BLM  is  presently  cooperating  in  a  Noxious  Weed  EIS 
supplement  which  was  completed  in  early  1987.   Individual  sites  and 
species  will  be  handled  on  a  case-by-case  basis  in  accordance  with  the 
EIS  supplement. 
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6.  Public  lands  will  be  designated  as  either  open,  limited,  or  closed  to 
motorized  vehicles.   In  making  these  determinations,  BLM  will  consider 
the  following: 

a.  Public  safety. 

b.  Resolving  conflicts  between  uses  of  public  lands. 

c.  Resource  protection  requirements. 

d.  Public  access  requirements  for  recreation  use. 

e.  Maintaining  the  Pocatello  ORV  Plan's  designations. 

7.  Generally,  lands  containing  commercial  timber  or  other  forest  products 
such  as  firewood,  posts  and  poles,  and  Christmas  trees  are  available  for 
harvest  except  where  expressly  closed  by  law  or  regulation.   Some  areas 
may  also  be  subject  to  special  restrictions  to  protect  other  resource 
values.   All  Timber  Production  Capability  Classifications  will  be 
re-evaluated  relative  to  current  BLM  forest  land  policy. 

8.  Executive  Order  (E.O.)  11990  requires  BLM  to  avoid  long-term  and 
short-term  adverse  impacts  associated  with  destruction,  loss,  or 
degradation  of  wetland-riparian  areas.   BLM  must  also  ensure  the 
preservation  and  enhancement  of  "the  natural  and  beneficial  values  of 
wetland-riparian  areas  which  may  include  constraining  or  excluding  those 
uses  that  cause  significant,  long-term  ecological  damage".   A  variety  of 
methods  may  be  employed,  including  the  use  of  management  actions 
designed  to  maintain  or  improve  riparian  habitat,  inclusions  of 
stipulations  or  conditions  in  BLM  leases,  granting  of  licenses  and 
permits,  and  development  of  detailed  plans  for  watershed  management. 

BLM  policy  and  responsibilities  mandate  adherence  to  FLPMA  and  the  clean 
Water  Act  in  regards  to  nonpoint-source  water  quality  management  (refer 
to  Section  208,  Public  Law  92-500).   By  the  use  of  standard  operating 
procedures  and  best  management  practices,  the  BLM  will  meet  or  exceed 
Idaho  State  water  quality  standards.   Monitoring  will  be  conducted  to 
check  compliance  and  effectiveness  of  these  practices  and  procedures. 

9.  The  BLM  will  accomodate  on  public  lands  within  the  ceded  boundary  all 
Shoshone-Bannock  Tribes'  off-Reservation  rights  with  as  little  impact  as 
possible  to  existing  privileges  granted  through  lease  or  permit. 

No  public  lands  within  the  ceded  area  will  be  disposed  of  through  sale. 
However,  opportunities  for  exchange  may  provide  benefits  to  the 
off-Reservation  rights  and  the  BLM  will  be  closely  coordinated  with  the 
Tribes. 

10.  BLM  manages  energy  and  mineral  resources  on  the  public  lands. 
Generally,  the  public  lands  are  available  for  exploration  and 
development,  subject  to  applicable  regulations  and  Federal  and  State 
laws. 

Areas  will  be  identified  where  there  are  major  conflicts  between  mineral 
leasing  and  exploration  and  other  resources.   Generally,  when  these 
conflicts  occur,  an  Environmental  Assessment  will  be  completed  to 
develop  measures  which  would  be  tailored  to  the  specific  conditions  and 
resources  affected.   These  stipulations  will  be  designed  to  eliminate  or 
reduce  adverse  impacts  to  the  resources  in  conflict  with  mineral  leasing. 
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Where  adverse  impacts  to  critical  resources  cannot  be  adequately 
mitigated,  leasing  will  be  allowed  only  with  a  No-Surface-Occupancy 
(NSO)  stipulation. 

11.    BLM  policy  states  that  it  is  the  objective  of  BLM  to  make  public  lands 
available  for  the  orderly  and  efficient  development  of  energy  and 
mineral  resources  under  principles  of  balanced  multiple  use  management. 
This  policy  also  states  that  withdrawals  and  administrative  actions  must 
be  clearly  justified  and  be  in  the  national  interest  (BLM  Mineral 
Resources  Policy  Statement,  1984). 

Lands  and  mineral  estate  with  high  values  will  continue  to  be  made 
available  for  exploration  and  leasing  under  all  alternatives.   NSO 
stipulations  will  only  be  applied  using  sound  management  criteria  and 
where  resource  protection  is  required  by  the  FLPMA. 
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STANDARD  OPERATING  PROCEDURES 


The  following  management  guidance  applies  to,  and  is  a  part  of,  the 
Proposed  Management  Prescription  as  well  as  all  alternatives  considered 
in  detail  in  Part  II.   All  standard  operating  procedures  are  based  on 
existing  laws,  regulations,  and  policy. 


Allowable  Uses 

The  public  lands  will  be  managed  under  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and 
sustained  yield  as  required  by  the  FLPMA.   Any  valid  use,  occupancy,  or 
development  of  the  public  lands  that  conforms  with  the  RMP  will  be 
considered.   Those  uses,  including  rights-of-way,  leases,  and  permits, 
will  be  subject  to  environmental  review  and  may  require  limitations  or 
stipulations  to  protect  and  preserve  natural  resources.   Limitations  may 
also  be  imposed  on  either  the  type  or  intensity  of  use,  or  both,  because 
of  environmental  values,  hazards,  or  special  management  considerations. 
Some  limitations  have  already  been  identified  for  specific  areas.   These 
are  included  in  the  land  use  allocations  and  management  objectives  in 
this  RMP. 


Coordination  With  Other  Agencies,  State  and  Local  Governments, 

and  Indian  Tribes 

BLM  will  ensure  that  the  detailed  management  plans  and  individual 
projects  resulting  from  the  RMP  are  consistent  with  officially  adopted 
and  approved  plans,  policies,  and  programs  of  other  agencies,  State  and 
local  governments,  and  Indian  Tribes.   Cooperative  agreements  and 
Memoranda  of  Understanding  will  be  developed  as  needed. 


Air  Quality 

Under  the  Clean  Air  Act  (as  amended,  1977),  public  lands  were  given  a 
Class  II  air  quality  classification,  which  allows  moderate  deterioration 
associated  with  moderate,  well-controlled  industrial  and  population 
growth.   BLM  will  manage  all  public  lands  as  Class  II  unless  they  are 
reclassified  by  the  State  as  a  result  of  the  procedures  prescribed  in  the 
Clean  Air  Act  (as  amended,  1977).   Administrative  actions  on  the  public 
lands  will  comply  with  the  air  quality  classification  for  that  specific 
area. 

Two  cities  in  the  PRA  were  classified  nonattainment :  Soda  Springs  and 
Pocatello.   As  a  result,  the  BLM  will  consult  Rules  and  Regulations  for 
the  Control  of  Air  Pollution  in  Idaho  (1985)  before  conducting  activities 
(such  as  prescribed  burning)  which  would  increase  the  amount  of 
particulate  matter. 
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Lands 

Land  Ownership  Adjustments 

Objectives  for  acquiring  public  lands  are  discussed  under  activity  needs 
within  the  alternatives.   Site-specific  decisions  regarding  land 
ownership  adjustments  in  the  PRA  will  be  made  based  on  whether  the  lands 
are  needed  for  BLM  programs  or  are  considered  more  valuable  for  other 
purposes.   The  following  criteria  will  be  applied  to  site-specific 
determinations  for  lands  that  are  within  transfer  areas: 

1.  Public  resource  values  to  be  considered  include  but  are  not  limited 
to: 

a.  Threatened,  endangered,  or  sensitive  species  habitat. 

b.  Riparian  areas. 

c.  Fisheries. 

d.  Nesting/breeding  habitat  for  game  animals. 

e.  Key  big  game  seasonal  habitat. 

f.  Developed  recreation  and  recreation  access  sites. 

g.  Class  I  scenery. 

h.    Municipal  watersheds. 

i.    Energy  and  mineral  potential. 

j.    Sites  or  places  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  National 

Register  of  Historic  Places, 
k.    Other  designations  authorized  by  law. 

2.  Accessibility  of  the  land  for  public  uses. 

3.  Amount  of  public  investment  in  facilities  or  improvements  and  the 
potential  for  recovering  that  investment. 

4.  Difficulty  and  cost  of  administration  (manageability). 

5.  Suitability  of  the  land  for  management  by  another  Federal  agency. 

6.  Significance  of  the  decision  in  stabilizing  business,  social,  and 
economic  conditions  and/or  lifestyles. 

Retention  Areas 

Public  land   will  be  retained  in  public  ownership  and  be  managed  by  the 
BLM.   Where  unforeseen  needs  are  identified,  land  disposals  will  be 
considered  through  plan  amendments. 

Transfer  Areas 

Public  land  within  transfer  areas  generally  will  be  made  available  for 
disposal  through  sales,  exchanges,  or  Recreation  &  Public  Purposes  Act. 
Some  land  may  be  retained  in  public  ownership  when  public  values  dictate  , 

All  land  exchanges  or  land  disposals  involving  riparian  habitat, 
wetlands,  and  floodplains  will  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  E.O.  11988 
and  E.O.  11990.   Also,  BLM  policy  in  realty  action  will: 
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1.  Avoid  long  and  short-term  adverse  impacts  associated  with  the 
destruction,  loss,  or  degradation  of  wetland-riparian  areas. 

2.  Avoiding  construction  in  wetland-riparian  areas  areas  whenever 
there  is  a  practical  alternative. 

3.  Preserve  and  enhance  the  natural  and  beneficial  values  of 
wetland-riparian  areas  which  may  include  constraining  or  excluding 
those  uses  that  cause  significant,  long-term  ecological  damage. 

4.  Include  practical  measures  to  minimize  harm  in  all  actions  causing 
adverse  impacts  to  wetland-riparian  areas. 

5.  Retain  under  BLM  administration  and  ownership  all  wetlands  and 
riparian  habitats  except: 

a.  If  Federal,  State,  public  and  private  institutions,  and  parties 
have  demonstrated  the  ability  to  maintain,  restore,  and  protect 
wetlands  and  riparian  habitats  on  a  continuous  basis. 

b.  If  transfer  of  public  lands,  minerals,  and  subsurface  estates 
is  mandated  by  legislation  or  Presidential  order. 

Exchanges 

Land  to  be  acquired  by  BLM  through  exchanges  generally  should  be  located 
in  the  retention  areas.   In  addition,  acquisition  of  such  land  should: 

1.  Facilitate  access  to  public  lands  and  resources. 

2.  Maintain  or  enhance  important  public  values  and  uses. 

3.  Maintain  or  enhance  local  social  and  economic  values. 

4.  Improve  management  efficiency  through  the  elimination  of  isolated 
tracts  and  the  blocking  up  of  public  lands. 

5.  Facilitate  implementation  of  other  aspects  of  the  Pocatello  RMP. 

Land  for  Local  Government  and  Community  Expansion 

In  the  past,  sanitary  landfill  sites  have  been  authorized  under  the 
Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act  (R&PP).   BLM  will  no  longer  lease  or 
patent  land  for  landfill  purposes  under  this  Act  because  of  the  liability 
and  enforcement  problems  associated  with  hazardous  waste  disposals. 

Sales 

Public  land  to  be  sold  must  meet  one  or  more  of  the  following  criteria 
derived  from  Section  203(a)  of  the  FLPMA: 

1.  The  land  must  be  difficult  and  uneconomical  to  manage  as  part  of 
the  public  lands  and  must  not  be  suitable  for  management  by  another 
Federal  department  or  agency. 

2.  The  land  must  have  been  acquired  for  a  specific  purpose  and  must  no 
longer  be  required  for  that  or  any  other  Federal  purpose. 
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3.   Disposal  of  the  land  will  serve  important  public  objectives  that 
can  be  achieved  prudently  or  feasibly  only  if  the  land  is  removed 
from  public  ownership,  and  these  objectives  outweigh  other  public 
objectives  and  values  that  would  be  served  by  maintaining  the  land 
in  Federal  ownership. 

Sale  will  be  the  preferred  method  of  disposal  when: 

1.  It  is  required  by  national  policy. 

2.  The  level  of  interest  in  a  specific  tract  indicates  that 
competitive  bidding  is  desirable  for  reasons  of  fairness. 

Unauthorized  Use 

It  is  BLM  policy  to  identify,  abate,  and  prevent  unauthorized  use  of 
public  lands. 

Utility/Rights -of -Way 

Utility  and  transportation  development  may  be  permitted  based  on 
consideration  of  the  following  criteria: 

1.  Type  of  and  need  for  the  proposed  facility. 

2.  Conflicts  with  other  existing  or  potential  resource  values  and  uses. 

3.  Availability  of  alternatives  and/or  mitigation  measures. 

Land  Use  Authorizations 

Land  use  permits  under  Section  302  of  the  FLPMA  may  be  used  as  an  interim 
management  measure  for  resolving  unauthorized  use  problems  prior  to  a 
final  land  use/status  determination,  and  tor  one-time  uses  of  short 
duration.   Leases  will  be  used  as  a  longer  term  (5  to  10  years)  interim 
management  tool,  particularly  where  future  disposal  or  dedication  to 
another  particular  land  use  is  contemplated.   The  latter  may  allow  for 
agricultural  use  on  an  area  that  may  also  be  needed  for  future 
communication  sites,  as  a  materials  source,  or  for  community  expansion 
needs. 

Cooperative  agreements,  under  certain  circumstances,  may  be  reached  with 
other  Federal  entities  for  uses  that  are  not  appropriately  covered  by  a 
right-of-way  or  a  withdrawal.   Flood  control  and  aquifer  recharge  areas 
may  be  most  appropriately  covered  by  cooperative  agreements. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications 

In  accordance  with  FLPMA,  BLM  is  required  to  review  all  withdrawals  on 
and  classifications  of  public  lands  by  October  20,  1991.   This  includes  a 
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review  of  approximately  53,865  acres  of  various  withdrawals.   The  review 
of  all  public  lands  under  the  Classification  and  Multiple  Use  Act  (C&MU) 
which  terminates  197,200  acres  of  public  land,  was  completed  November  9, 
1982.   The  C&MU  termination  is  pending  and  is  subject  to  the  final 
outcome  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  lawsuit  (Civil  Action 
#85-2238). 


Access 

All  existing  public  access  routes  will  be  reserved  if  the  lands  are 
transferred  out  of  public  ownership. 

Access  Acquisition 

Before  the  initiation  of  the  acquisition  activity,  either  access  needs 
will  be  identified  or  a  determination  will  be  made  that  no  access  rights 
need  be  acquired  in  the  planning  process.   This  decision-making  process 
occurs  only  after  a  full  inventory  and  analysis  of  public  lands  and 
resource  management  needs  have  been  completed  and  approved.   BLM  will 
acquire  all  interests  in  the  name  of  the  "United  States  of  America  and 
its  assigns,"  and  to  acquire  only  those  interests  needed  to  adequately 
protect  the  United  States'  investments.   The  BLM  will  not  take  the 
initiative  and  acquire  property  in  fee  when  an  easement  or  other  suitable 
alternative  is  available.   BLM  personnel  must  adhere  to  the  applicable 
provisions  of  the  Uniform  Relocation  Assistance  and  Real  Property 
Acquisition  Policies  Act  of  1970  (42  CFR  Sees.  4601  et  seq.)  and  the 
Department's  Federal  Property  Management  Regulations  (41  CFR  Part  114-50) 
reprinted  as  "400  DM  Additions  to  FPMR" .   Acquisition  of  access  rights 
will  support  one  or  more  of  these  resources:   lands,  minerals,  forestry, 
range,  wildlife,  recreation,  and  watershed. 

Generally,  the  BLM  will  acquire  exclusive  easements.   This  type  of 
easement  conveys  to  the  United  States  full  control  of  the  easement 
right-of-way  for  the  purposes  stated  in  the  document.   It  may  provide 
legal  access  to  public  lands  for  the  United  States,  its  permittees, 
licensees,  and  the  general  public.   It  may  enable  the  BLM  to  regulate  use 
of  the  road  through  issuance  of  right-of-way  permits  or  licenses.   BLM 
can  spend  the  necessary  funds  to  construct,  reconstruct,  improve,  and 
maintain  facilities  on  the  easement  area  which  are  commensurate  with  its 
management  objectives.   These  easements  generally  are  perpetual. 
Exclusive  easements  should  be  acquired  when  one  or  more  of  the  following 
conditions  exist: 

1.  Access  by  the  general  public  to  public  lands  is  needed. 

2.  Substantial  investment  in  construction,  improvement,  and/or 
maintenance  of  physical  improvements  on  the  acquired  property  is 
planned. 
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3.  Existing  cooperative  road  agreements  require  that  BLM  acquire 
adequate  rights  for  other  parties. 

4.  Where  applicable  in  the  case  of  the  logging  road  permits  issued  or 
assigned  after  May  4,  1956,  the  BLM  may  obtain  perpetual  easements 
under  the  terms  of  43  CFR  2812. 6-2(a) ( 11)  for  construction  of  roads 
with  appropriated  funds. 


Energy  and  Minerals 

The  following  leasable  minerals  procedures  describe  BLM's  leasable 
mineral  management  responsibilities  on  all  Federal  lands.  These 
responsibilities  include  the  Federal  mineral  estate  under  National  Forest 
System  lands.   The  locatable  and  salable  procedures  are  limited  to  BLM 
administered  lands  and  minerals. 

These  Forest  Service  administered  acres  are  shown  in  Tables  5  and  6. 
Forest  Service  acreage  data  will  only  be  included  in  this  section  of  this 
RMP  and  will  not  be  carried  through  the  Alternatives  Analysis  in  the 
EIS.   If  more  information  is  desired,  please  refer  to  the  Caribou 
National  Forest  Land  and  Resource  Management  Plan. 


TABLE  5 
NON-ENERGY  SOLID  LEASABLE  MINERALS 
WITHIN  NATIONAL  FOREST  SYSTEM  LANDS  WITHIN  PRA 

Area  Open  Acres 

Low  Potential 
High  Potential 
No  Potential 


Area  Closed 
Low  Potential 
High  Potential 
No  Potential 


128,990 

38,150 

751,139 

Subtotal 

918,279 

1/ 

9,292 

2/ 

140 
37,034 

Subtotal 

3/ 

46,466 

TOTAL     964,745 


1/  Admin.  Sites  (604  acres),  Recommend  No  Prospecting  Permits  (8688  acres) 
2/  Johnson  Creek  Admin.  Site 

3/  WSA  (30,600  acres),  Admin.  Sites  (7178  acres),  Recommend  No 
Prospecting  Permit  (8688  acres) 
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TABLE  6 
FLUID  LEASABLE  MINERALS 
WITHIN  NATIONAL  FOREST  SYSTEM  LANDS  WITHIN  PRA 


Area  Open 

Acres 

Low  Potential 

204,069 

Moderate  Potential 

49,012 

High  Potential 

673,886 

Subtotal 

926,967 

Area  Closed 

Low  Potential 

2,010 

Moderate  Potential 

556 

High  Potential 

35,212 

Subtotal 

37,778 

TOTAL 

964,745 

Within  the  PRA  boundaries,  the  Caribou  National  Forest  contains  964,745 
acres  of  Federal  mineral  estate,  95.2  percent  of  which  is  considered  open 
for  solid  mineral  leasing  and  96.1  percent  of  which  is  considered  open 
for  fluid  mineral  leasing. 

Within  the  National  Forest,  the  following  categories  of  lands  are 
considered  closed  to  solid  mineral  leasing:   Forest  Service 
Administrative  Sites,  RARE  II  Roadless  Areas,  and  other  lands  considered 
but  not  recommended  for  Phosphate  Prospecting  Permit  issuance  (covered  in 
a  1983  USFS  Environmental  Assessment).   For  fluid  mineral  leasing  the 
Rare  II  roadless  area  and  Administrative  sites  are  closed  to  leasing. 

BLM  also  has  mineral  management  responsibility  on  the  Fort  Hall 
Reservation.   Standard  operating  procedures  are  based  on  the  1984 
Memorandum  of  Understanding  for  Mineral  Exploration,  Leasing  and 
Development  between  BLM  and  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

Solid  Leasable  Minerals  -  Phosphate 

The  PRA  processes  Phosphate  Prospecting  Permit  Applications  on  lands 
where  BLM  is  the  surface  management  agency.   The  43  CFR  3500  regulations 
require  that  the  prospecting  permit  and  associated  exploration  plan  be 
combined  into  one  permit  action. 

If  a  valuable  deposit  of  phosphate  is  discovered,  an  application  for 
Preference  Right  Lease  is  applied  for  and  must  also  include  a  description 
of  the  proposed  mining  methods. 

Mining/Reclamation  plans  are  required  prior  to  mining  on  a  Federal 
Lease.   The  mine  plans  are  reviewed  for  technical  adequacy,  maximization 
of  resource  recovery,  safety,  and  environmental  impacts.   An 
environmental  document  is  written  and  special  stipulations  to  mitigate 
impacts  are  included  in  the  mine  plan  approval. 
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Fluid  Leasable  Minerals  -  Oil  &  Gas  and  Geothermal 

Oil  and  gas  lease  offers  are  reviewed  in  the  PRA  prior  to  being  placed  on 
the  BLM's  simultaneous  leasing  system.   Standard  and  special  lease 
stipulations  are  included  in  the  individual  leases  (See  Appendix  G)  to 
protect  other  surface  resource  values. 

The  PRA  processes  several  Notices  of  Intent  (NOls)  to  conduct  geophysical 
work  each  year.   Special  stipulations  are  attached  to  the  NOI  covering 
various  restrictions  due  to  water,  soil,  wildlife,  and  cultural 
resources.   Shot-hole  drilling  is  regulated  by  both  BLM  and  the  State  of 
Idaho. 

Oil  and  Gas  operations  requirements  are  outlined  in  BLM  Onshore 
Operations  Order  No.  1,  and  BLM  Manual  Handbooks.   Stipulations  developed 
from  the  Environmental  Assessment  become  conditions  of  approval  in  the 
Application  to  Drill  (APD).   Inspections  are  conducted  to  assure  the 
conditions  in  the  ADP  are  being  complied  with. 

At  this  time  there  are  no  geothermal  leases  or  lease  applications  in  the 
PRA.  Any  new  permits  for  exploration  and  drilling  would  be  handled  very 
much  the  same  way  as  in  oil  and  gas. 

Locatable  Minerals 

Mining  claims  and  the  mining  of  locatable  minerals  are  regulated  by  the 
1872  mining  law,  as  amended,  and  the  43  CFR  3802  and  3809  Surface 
Management  Regulations. 

BLM  requires  the  claimant  to  submit  a  Notice  or  a  Plan  of  Operations 
whenever  surface  disturbing  activities  produced  by  the  use  of  mechanized 
equipment  are  proposed.   The  State  of  Idaho  also  has  enacted  laws  that 
regulate  such  activities  (Idaho  Code  Title  47  Chapters  13  and  15). 

Salable  Minerals 

Sales  and  free  use  permits  are  processed  according  to  43  CFR  3600 
regulations  and  BLM  Manual  handbooks.   Mining  and  reclamation  plans 
and/or  special  site  management  stipulations  are  developed  for  each  site 
of  mineral  materials  removed.   Permittees  are  required  to  reclaim 
exclusive  use  sites  as  specified  in  permit  stipulations.   Sales  from 
community  pits  and  common  use  areas  include  fees  for  the  eventual 
reclamation  by  BLM  of  lands  affected. 

Forest  Management 

1.  Merchantable  timber  or  tracts  identified  as  intensive  management 
areas  are  to  be  systematically  harvested  using  appropriate  methods. 

2.  Salvage  operations  will  have  priority  when  trees  are  destroyed  by 
fire,  disease,  insects,  or  other  forest  pests. 
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3.  All  non-stocked  intensive  management  areas  due  to  timber  harvest, 
insects,  disease,  or  fire  should  be  regenerated  naturally. 
Underplanting  planting  to  acceptable  species  shall  be  considered 
when  natural  regeneration  does  not  occur  within  five  years. 

4.  Other  guidelines  for  forest  management  activities  that  will  be 
incorporated  as  operating  procedures  can  be  found  in  the  Eastern 
Idaho  Sustained  Yield  Unit,  Timber  Management  Final  Environmental 
Analysis  Record. 

Range 

Allotment  Categorization 

All  grazing  allotments  and  unallotted  tracts  in  the  PRA  have  been 
assigned  to  one  of  three  management  categories:  "M"  (maintain),  "I" 
(improve),  and  "C"  (custodial).   They  have  been  assigned  based  on  present 
resource  conditions,  potential  for  improvement,  and  management 
objectives.   The  "M"  category  allotments  generally  will  be  managed  to 
maintain  current  satisfactory  resource  conditions;  "I"  category 
allotments  generally  will  be  managed  to  improve  resource  conditions;  and 
"C"  category  allotments  will  receive  custodial  management  while 
protecting  existing  resource  values. 

Allotment-specific  Objectives  for  the  Improvement  Category 

Multiple  use  management  objectives  have  been  developed  for  each  allotment 
in  the  "I"  category.   Future  management  actions,  including  approval  of 
allotment  management  plans,  will  be  tailored  to  meet  these  objectives. 
Monitoring  will  also  be  used  to  measure  the  changes  brought  about  by  new 
livestock  management  practices  and  to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of 
management  changes  in  meeting  stated  objectives.   Detailed  guidance  for 
rangeland  monitoring  is  available  in  current  BLM  policy  and  guidance. 

The  Federal  regulations  that  govern  changes  in  allocation  of  livestock 
specify  that  permanent  increases  in  livestock  forage  or  suspensions  of 
preference  "shall  be  implemented  over  a  five-year  period...."   The 
regulations  do  provide  for  adjustments  to  be  implemented  in  less  than 
five  years  when  an  agreement  is  reached  to  implement  the  adjustment  in 
less  than  five  years  or  a  shorter  implementation  period  is  needed  to 
sustain  resource  productivity. 

Temporary  Suspensions  and  Closures 

Temporary  suspensions  of  grazing  use  or  closures  of  all  or  portions  of 
allotments  may  be  implemented  to  protect  the  public  lands  because  of 
drought,  fire,  flood,  or  insect  infestation.   When  conditions  such  as 
fire,  flood,  or  insect  infestation  create  a  significant  impact  on  the 
normal  operation  of  a  grazing  operator,  efforts  to  mitigate  the  impact 
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will  be  taken  by  BLM.   These  mitigating  efforts  may  consist  of  relocation 
of  grazing  use,  modification  of  grazing  systems,  and  granting  of 
temporary  nonrenewable  grazing  use  in  other  allotments  under  permit  or 
lease.   No  action  will  be  taken  by  BLM  prior  to  consultation  and 
coordination  with  affected  permittees  or  lessees  and  other  affected 
parties. 

Range  Improvements  and  Treatments 

Typical  range  improvements  and  treatments  and  the  general  procedures  to 
be  followed  in  implementing  them  are  described  in  Appendix  A  of  the  draft 
document.   The  extent,  location,  and  timing  of  such  actions  will  be  based 
on  the  allotment-specific  management  objectives  adopted  through  the 
resource  management  planning  process,  interdisciplinary  development  and 
review  (to  include  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game)  of  proposed 
actions,  operator  contributions,  and  BLM  funding  capability.   (Since  some 
of  the  soils  in  the  PRA  may  be  unsuitable  for  range  improvement  projects, 
proposed  projects  will  be  investigated  for  feasibility  prior  to  approving 
location  and  design  plans.) 

All  allotments  in  which  range  improvement  funds  are  to  be  spent  will  be 
subjected  to  an  economic  analysis.   The  analysis  will  be  used  to  develop 
a  final  priority  ranking  of  allotments  for  spending  range  improvement 
funds  that  are  needed  to  carry  out  activity  plans.   The  highest  priority 
for  implementation  generally  will  be  assigned  to  those  improvements  for 
which  the  total  anticipated  benefits  exceed  costs.   Generally,  all 
structural  range  improvements  will  be  maintained  by  the  benefiting 
party(s).   All  nonstructural  range  improvements  will  be  maintained  by  BLM, 

Noxious  weed  and  grasshopper  control  will  be  considered  under  all 
alternatives.   Individual  sites  and  species  (i.e.,  Canada  thistle,  musk 
thistle,  Dyers  woad,  leafy  spurge,  etc. )  will  be  handled  on  a 
case-by-case  basis  through  the  environmental  assessment  process.   Where 
biological  controls  have  proven  to  be  effective,  they  will  be  used  in 
preference  to  chemical  or  mechanical  methods. 

Grazing  Systems 

The  type  of  system  to  be  implemented  will  be  based  on  consideration  of 
the  following  factors: 

1.  Allotment-specific  management  objectives  (see  Appendix  A  in  the 
Draft  document). 

2.  Resource  characteristics,  including  vegetation  potential  and  water 
availability. 

3.  Operator  needs. 

4.  Implementation  costs. 
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Unallotted  Tracts 

Unallotted  tracts  generally  will  remain  available  for  further 
consideration  for  authorized  grazing,  as  provided  for  in  the  current  BLM 
grazing  regulations.   However,  certain  tracts  currently  closed  or 
restricted  to  grazing  use  will  remain  so. 


Wildlife  and  Fisheries  Program 


General 


Fish  and  wildlife  habitat  will  continue  to  be  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  as  a  part  of  project  planning.   Such  evaluation  will  consider  the 
significance  of  the  proposed  project  and  the  sensitivity  of  fish  and 
wildlife  habitat  in  the  affected  area.   Stipulations  will  be  attached  as 
appropriate  to  assure  compatibility  of  projects  with  management 
objectives  for  fish  and  wildlife  habitat.   Habitat  improvement  projects 
will  be  implemented  where  necessary  to  stabilize  or  improve 
unsatisfactory  or  declining  wildlife  habitat  condition.   Such  projects 
will  be  identified  through  habitat  management  plans  or  multiple  resource 
management  activity  plans. 

Seasonal  Restrictions 

Seasonal  restrictions  will  continue  to  be  applied  where  they  are  needed 
to  mitigate  the  impacts  of  human  activities  (except  for  leasable 
minerals  exploration  and  development)  on  important  seasonal  wildlife 
habitat.   The  major  types  of  seasonal  wildlife  habitat  and  the  time 
periods  in  which  restrictions  may  be  needed  are  shown  in  Table  6. 
Approximately  39  percent  (103,232  acres)  of  the  PRA  lies  within  areas 
potentially  subject  to  restriction.   During  any  given  year,  the 
authorized  officer  may  waive  or  adjust  seasonal  wildlife  restrictions  if 
actual  conditions  warrant. 

TABLE  7 
SEASONAL  WILDLIFE  RESTRICTIONS 


Habitat 


Restricted  Period 


Big  Game  Winter  Range 

Elk  Calving  Areas 

Raptor  Nest  Sites 

Sage  Grouse/Sharp-tailed  Grouse  Strutting 

Grounds 
Sage  Grouse/Sharp-tailed  Grouse  Nesting  and 

Broodrearing 
Endangered  Species 

Riparian  areas,  live  water 


11/15-04/30 

04/30-06/30 

Dates  vary  by  species 

03/01-04/30 

04/30-06/30 

No-Surface-Occupancy, 
size  is  site  specific. 
No  closer  than  500  feet 
year  round 
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Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Sensitive  Species  Habitat 

Whenever  possible,  management  activities  in  habitat  for  threatened, 
endangered,  or  sensitive  species  will  be  designed  to  benefit  those 
species  through  habitat  improvement.   For  instance,  the  sensitive  plant, 
Astragalus  spatulatus  (spoon-leaf  milkvetch),  is  found  in  two  proposed 
RNA/ACECs.   Two  others,  Astragalus  jejunus  (milkvetch)  found  in  the  same 
general  area  and  Salicornia  rubra  (red  glasswort)  found  in  salt  seeps  in 
Caribou  County,  do  not  have  special  protection  proposed  at  this  time. 
However,  a  monitoring  plan  for  each  species  will  be  initiated  to 
determine  their  population  trends.   If  it  is  determined  that  they  need 
protection,  then  that  protection  will  be  provided. 

The  same  concern  will  be  shown  for  all  sensitive  species  found  in  the  PRA. 

The  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  and  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  will  be  consulted  prior  to  implementing  projects  that  may  affect 
habitat  for  threatened  and  endangered  species.   If  a  "may  affect" 
situation  is  determined  through  the  BLM  biological  assessment  process, 
consultation  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  will  be  initiated  in 
accordance  with  Section  7  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as 
amended. 

Terrestrial  Wildlife  Habitat 

Sufficient  forage  and  cover  will  be  provided  for  wildlife  on  seasonal 

habitat.   Forage  and  cover  requirements  will  be  incorporated  into 

allotment  management  plans  and  will  apply  to  specific  areas  of  primary 
wildlife  use. 

Range  improvements  generally  will  be  designed  to  achieve  both  wildlife 
and  range  objectives.   Existing  fences  will  be  modified  and  new  fences 
will  be  built  so  as  to  allow  wildlife  passage.   Water  developments 
generally  will  not  be  established  for  livestock  where  significant 
conflicts  with  wildlife  for  vegetation  or  water  would  result. 

Vegetation  manipulation  projects  will  be  designed  to  minimize  impact  on 
wildlife  habitat  and  to  improve  it  whenever  possible.   These  projects 
will  comply  with  sage  grouse,  elk,  and  mule  deer  management  guidelines. 
The  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  will  be  consulted  one  year  in 
advance  on  all  vegetation  manipulation  projects.   Animal  control  programs 
will  be  coordinated  with  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

Riparian  habitat  needs  will  be  taken  into  consideration  in  developing 
livestock  grazing  systems  and  pasture  designs.   Some  of  the  techniques 
that  can  be  used  to  lessen  impacts  are: 

1.   Constructing  shade  structures  in  conjunction  with  water  development 
away  from  riparian  areas. 
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2.  Using  prescribed  fire  to  improve  vegetation  which  will  draw  cattle 
away  from  riparian  zones. 

3.  Changing  class  of  stock  from  cow/calf  pairs  to  herded  sheep  or 
yearlings. 

4.  Eliminating  hot  season  grazing  or  scheduling  hot  season  grazing  for 
only  one  year  out  of  every  three. 

5.  Locating  salt  away  from  riparian  zones. 

6.  Locating  fences  so  that  they  do  not  confine  or  concentrate 
livestock  near  the  riparian  zone. 

7.  Developing  alternative  sources  of  water  to  lessen  the  grazing 
pressure  on  the  riparian  habitat. 

8.  Using  temporary  electric  fencing. 

9.  Excluding  livestock  completely  from  riparian  habitat  by  using 
protective  fencing,  if  fencing  is  determined  to  be  the  only 
solution  to  the  conflict. 

Forestry  Activities 

Where  applicable,  the  elk  management  guidelines  contained  in  Elk  Habitat 
Relations  for  Central  Idaho  (Ralphs  1981)  will  be  followed.   These 
include: 

1.  Managing  public  vehicle  access  to  maintain  the  habitat 
effectiveness  of  security  cover  and  key  seasonal  habitat  (such  as 
winter  range  and  calving/nursery  areas)  for  deer  and  elk. 

2.  Maintaining  adequate  untreated  peripheral  zones  around  important 
moist  sites,  e.g.,  wet  sedge  meadows,  springs,  and  riparian  zones. 

3.  Ensuring  that  slash  depth  inside  clear  cuts  does  not  exceed  1  1/2 
feet. 

4.  Generally  discouraging  thinning  immediately  adjacent  to  clear  cuts. 

Fencing 

To  the  extent  possible,  fences  will  be  located  and  constructed  to 
maximize  their  visibility  to  animals,  to  take  advantage  of  flat  areas 
(benches,  saddles,  etc.). 

Existing  fences  posing  a  potential  or  known  problem  to  big  game  movement 
will  be  modified. 
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Water  Development 

1.  Free  water  for  use  by  wildlife  shall  be  maintained  at  or  within  1/4 
mile  of  all  spring  developments.  This  water  shall  remain  available 
for  at  least  as  long  a  period  as  predevelopment  conditions  provided, 

2.  Adequate  water  shall  remain  at  spring  developments  to  maintain  any 
associated  riparian  zone. 

3.  Height  of  troughs  or  other  water  containers  shall  not  exceed  20 
inches  above  ground  level. 

4.  Bird  ladders  or  other  appropriate  wildlife  escape  devices  will  be 
installed  and  maintained  in  all  water  troughs. 

5.  Pipelines  and  troughs  should  remain  charged  with  water  from  June  1 
to  October  31  to  provide  for  wildlife  that  has  become  dependent 
upon  them.   Maintenance  of  these  projects  will  be  negotiated 
between  BLM,  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  and  the  permittee. 

Vegetation  Manipulation 

1.  The  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  shall  be  given  at  least  a  one 
year  notice  prior  to  any  vegetation  manipulation  project. 

2.  Brush  control  projects  will  be  designed  to  maximize  edge  effect  to 
the  extent  possible.   Islands  of  untreated  vegetation  will  be 
incorporated  into  project  design  as  necessary  to  provide  cover  for 
wildlife. 

3.  Proposed  brush  manipulation  projects  on  deer  and  elk  winter  range 
must  have  a  predicted  neutral  or  beneficial  effect  on  these  species, 

a.  The  sagebrush  canopy  cover  will  not  be  reduced  below  10 
percent  on  sage  grouse  broodrearing  areas. 

b.  The  sagebrush  canopy  cover  will' not  be  reduced  below  20 
percent  on  sage  grouse  nesting  and  wintering  areas. 

4.  Brush  control  proposals  within  2  miles  of  known  strutting  grounds 
will  be  subject  to  on-site  inspection  by  BLM  and  Idaho  Department 
of  Fish  and  Game  personnel  to  determine  prohibited  areas. 

5.  As  a  rule,  no  brush  control  will  be  allowed  within  100  yards  of 
streams,  meadows,  or  secondary  drainages  (dry  and  intermittent). 
The  desirability  of  increasing  or  decreasing  the  width  on  specific 
areas  will  be  determined  via  on-site  evaluation  by  BLM  and  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  personnel. 

6.  A  mixture  of  grasses,  forbs,  and  shrubs  should  be  used  in  all  range 
rehabilitation  or  improvement  projects. 


56 


Soil  and  Watershed  Management 

General 

Soil  and  water  resources  will  continue  to  be  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  as  a  part  of  project  planning.   Such  an  evaluation  will  consider 
the  significance  of  the  proposed  projects  and  the  sensitivity  of  the 
resources.   Stipulations  will  be  attached  as  appropriate  to  prevent 
adverse  impacts  to  soil  and  water. 

Soils 

Adequate  cover  will  be  maintained  to  keep  soil  erosion  within  tolerable 
limits.   Recent  research  suggests  the  soil  loss  tolerance  figure  for 
rangeland  in  this  area  is  5.0  tons  per  acre  per  year. 

Water 

Water  quality  will  be  maintained  or  improved  in  accordance  with  State  and 
Federal  standards.   State  agencies  will  be  consulted  on  proposed  projects 
that  may  significantly  affect  water  quality.   Management  actions  on 
public  land  within  municipal  watersheds  will  be  designed  to  protect  water 
quality  and  quantity. 

All  BLM  initiated  or  authorized  programs  and  actions  potentially 
affecting  wetland-riparian  areas  will  comply  with  the  spirit  and  intent 
of  E.O.  11990  (Wetlands  Act)  and  BLM  policy  as  put  forth  in  BLM  Manual 
Section  6740.06.   These  directives  stress  the  avoidance  of  (1)  "...long 
and  short-term  adverse  impacts  associated  with  the  destruction,  loss,  or 
degradation  of  wetland-riparian  areas"  and  (2)  the  preservation  and 
enhancement  of  "the  natural  and  beneficial  values  of  wetland-riparian 
areas  which  may  include  constraining  or  excluding  those  uses  that  cause 
significant,  long-term  ecological  damage." 

Roads  and  utility  corridors  will  avoid  riparian  zones  to  the  extent 
practicable.   Bridges  and  culverts  will  be  designed  and  installed  to 
maintain  adequate  fish  passage. 

Recreation 

Recreation  Opportunities 

A  broad  range  of  outdoor  recreation  opportunities  will  continue  to  be 
provided  for  all  segments  of  the  public,  depending  on  demand.   Trails  and 
other  means  of  public  access  will  continue  to  be  maintained  and  developed 
where  necessary  to  enhance  recreation  opportunities  and  allow  public 
use.   Developed  recreation  facilities  receiving  the  heaviest  use  will 
receive  first  priority  for  operation  and  maintenance  funds.   Sites  that 
cannot  be  maintained  to  acceptable  health  and  safety  standards  will  be 
closed  until  deficiencies  are  corrected.   Investment  of  public  funds  for 
new  recreation  developments  will  be  only  on  land  identified  to  remain  in 
public  ownership. 
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Recreation  resources  will  continue  to  be  evaluated  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  as  a  part  of  project  planning.   Such  evaluation  will  consider  the 
significance  of  the  proposed  project  and  the  sensitivity  of  recreation 
resources  in  the  affected  area.   Stipulations  will  be  attached  as 
appropriate  to  assure  compatibility  of  projects  with  recreation 
management  objectives. 

Motorized  Vehicle  Use 

Travel  planning,  including  the  designation  of  areas  open,  limited,  and 
closed  to  motorized  vehicle  access,  will  remain  a  high  priority  for 
public  land.   Public  land  within  areas  identified  as  open  to  motorized 
vehicle  use  generally  will  remain  available  for  such  use  without 
restrictions.   Exceptions  to  this  general  rule  may  be  authorized  after 
consideration  of  the  following  criteria: 

1.  The  need  to  minimize  damage  to  soil,  watershed,  vegetation,  or 
other  resource  values. 

2.  The  need  to  minimize  harassment  of  wildlife  or  significant 
degradation  of  wildlife  habitats. 

3.  The  need  to  promote  user  safety. 

4.  The  need  to  provide  use  enjoyment  and  minimize  use  conflicts. 

Public  land  within  areas  currently  having  motorized  vehicle  use 
restrictions  generally  will  receive  priority  attention  during  travel 
planning.   Specific  roads,  trails,  or  portions  of  such  areas  may  be 
closed  seasonally  or  yearlong  to  all  or  specified  types  of  motorized 
vehicle  use. 

Public  land  within  areas  closed  to  motorized  vehicle  use  will  be  closed 
yearlong  to  all  forms  of  motorized  vehicle  use  except  emergency  or 
authorized  vehicles. 

Restrictions  and  closures  will  be  established  for  specific  roads,  trails, 
or  areas  only  where  problems  have  been  identified.   Areas  not  designated 
as  limited  or  closed  will  remain  open  for  motorized  vehicle  use  except  in 
an  emergency:  fire,  flood,  etc. 

Visual  Resources 

Visual  resources  will  continue  to  be  evaluated  as  a  part  of  activity  and 
project  planning.   Such  evaluation  will  consider  the  significance  of  the 
proposed  project  and  the  visual  sensitivity  of  the  affected  area. 
Stipulations  will  be  attached  as  appropriate  to  maintain  designated 
Visual  Resource  Management  Classes. 
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Wilderness  Resources 

The  Petticoat  Peak  and  Worm  Creek  WSAs  will  continue  to  be  managed  in 
compliance  with  BLM's  Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands 
Under  Wilderness  Review  (BLM  revised  June  1986)  until  acted  upon  by 
Congress. 

Public  land  within  areas  added  by  Congress  to  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System  will  be  managed  according  to  the  BLM's  Wilderness 
Management  Policy  and  the  1964  Wilderness  Act.   Site-specific  wilderness 
management  plans  would  be  developed  for  areas  after  designation  by 
Congress. 

Fire  Management 

Fire  Control 

Current  BLM  policy  is  to  suppress  all  fires  on  or  threatening  protected 
lands  with  sufficient  forces  to  contain  the  fire  during  the  first  burning 
period.   The  Area  Manager  will  be  contacted  by  Idaho  Falls  dispatch 
within  thirty  minutes  of  the  discovery  of  any  fire  occurring  in  the  PRA. 
The  Area  Manager  will  then  determine  if  a  resource  advisor  should  be 
assigned  to  the  fire. 

In  areas  where  controlling  fires  is  extremely  difficult  or  where  the 
values  threatened  do  not  warrant  the  expense  associated  with  the  usual 
suppression  procedures,  managers  may  prepare  advance  plans  for  limited 
suppression  actions  for  approval  of  the  State  Director. 

Until  fire  management  plans  are  developed  in  proposed  WSAs,  the  BLM  will 
continue  all  presuppression,  suppression,  and  post-suppression  fire 
activities  under  current  methods  of  operation,  using  caution  to  avoid 
unnecessary  impairment  of  an  area's  suitability  for  preservation  as 
wilderness,  ACEC,  RNA,  and  recreation  area. 

Fire  Management 

In  areas  where  the  use  of  fire  as  a  resource  tool  is  proposed,  a 
prescribed  fire  plan  will  be  prepared  in  advance  of  natural  or 
intentional  ignition. 

Fire  Rehabilitation 

Burned  areas  will  be  evaluated  and  analyzed  to  determine  rehabilitation 
needs.   Corrective  measures  to  prevent  erosion  and  restore  resource  uses. 

Cultural  Resources 

BLM  is  required  to  identify,  evaluate,  and  protect  cultural  resources  on 
public  lands  under  its  jurisdiction  and  to  ensure  that  BLM  initiated  or 
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BLM  authorized  actions  do  not  inadvertently  harm  or  destroy  non-Federal 
cultural  resources.   These  requirements  are  mandated  by  the  Antiquities 
Act  of  1906,  the  Reservoir  Salvage  Act  of  1960  as  amended  by  P.L. 
933-191,  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  and  amendments, 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  E.O.  11593  (1971),  Section 
202  of  the  FLPMA,  and  the  Archeological  Resources  Protection  Act  of  1979, 
together  with  36  CFR  800. 

Prior  to  starting  any  BLM  initiated  or  authorized  action  that  involves 
surface  disturbing  activities,  sale,  or  transfer  from  Federal  management, 
a  Class  III  inventory  as  specified  in  BLM  Manual  Section  8111.4  will  be 
conducted.   If  properties  that  may  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register 
are  discovered,  BLM  will  consult  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Officer  and  forward  the  documentation  to  the  Keeper  of  the  National 
Register  to  obtain  a  determination  of  eligibility  in  accordance  with  36 
CFR  Part  63. 

Cultural  resource  values  discovered  in  a  proposed  project  or  authorized 
action  area  will  be  protected  by  adhering  to  the  following  methods: 

1.  Avoidance.   Cultural  resources  would  be  protected  by  redesigning  or 
relocating  the  project  or  excluding  significant  cultural  resource 
areas  from  development,  use,  or  disposal. 

2.  Salvaging.   If  a  project  cannot  be  redesigned  or  relocated, 
cultural  resource  values  will  be  salvaged  through  controlled, 
scientific  methods  pursuant  to  the  State  Historic  Preservation 
Office  agreement. 

3.  Project/Action  Abandonment.   If  the  site  is  determined  to  be  of 
significant  value  or  the  above-mentioned  methods  are  not  considered 
adequate,  the  project  will  be  abandoned. 

All  cultural  sites  identified  as  cultural  resource  management  areas  will 
be  closed  to  ORV  use,  vegetation  manipulation,  and  surface  occupancy. 

All  cultural  sites  known  to  be  eligible  for  National  Register  nomination 
or  listed  on  the  National  Register  will  be  protected  from  deterioration 
and  be  retained  in  Federal  ownership. 

Documented  cemeteries  and  burial  areas  will  be  closed  to  livestock 
grazing.   Cemeteries  and  burial  areas  will  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 
entry.   NSO  will  be  stipulated  for  documented  cemeteries  and  burial  areas, 

Paleontological  Resources 

Various  laws  require  the  identification,  evaluation,  and  protection  of 
paleontological  resources  on  public  lands.   Those  laws  include  the 
Antiquities  Act  of  1906,  the  Petrified  Wood  Act  of  1962,  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969,  the  Historical  and  Archaeological  Data 
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Preservation  Act  of  1974,  the  Federal  Coal  Leasing  Amendments  Act  of 
1976,  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976,  and  the  Surface 
Mining  Control  and  Reclamation  Act  of  1977.   The  management  of 
paleontological  resources  of  significant  scientific  interest  is  governed 
by  these  laws.   Such  resources  include  invertebrate  or  paleobotanical 
fossils  considered  objects  of  scientific  interest  by  a  qualified 
paleontologist.   All  vertebrate  fossils  are  considered  to  be  objects  of 
significant  scientific  value. 

The  disposal  of  fossils  considered  to  be  scientifically  significant  may 
be  allowed,  but  only  if  the  fossils  are  removed  for  scientific  purposes. 
Fossils  that  are  not  of  scientific  interest  may  be  collected  in  small 
amounts  for  personal,  non-commercial  purposes  without  a  permit.   The 
removal  of  large  quantities  for  commercial  purposes  requires  a  permit. 

When  paleontological  resources  of  scientific  value  are  discovered  during 
authorized  land  use  operations,  these  values  will  be  protected  through 
salvage  or  avoidance.   Project  termination  may  be  mandatory  in  some  cases, 

Operations  that  have  the  potential  of  damaging  paleontological  resources 
of  significant  scientific  interest  are  allowed  only  under  the  following 
conditions : 

1.  Operators  shall  not  knowingly  disturb,  alter,  injure,  or  destroy 
any  scientifically  important  paleontological  remains  on  Federal 
lands. 

2.  Operators  shall  immediately  bring  to  the  attention  of  the 
authorized  officer  any  paleontological  resources  that  might  be 
altered  or  destroyed  on  Federal  lands  by  his/her  operations,  and 
shall  leave  such  discovery  intact  until  told  to  proceed  by  the 
authorized  officer.   The  authorized  officer  shall  evaluate  the 
discoveries  brought  to  his/her  attention  and  take  action  to  protect 
or  remove  the  resource. 

Because  fossil  remains  of  shark  and  fish  occur  beneath  the  lowest  ore 
zone  of  the  Phosphoria  Formation,  phosphate  exploration  and  mining 
operations  usually  do  not  disturb  them.   The  two  conditions  listed  above 
are  not  stipulated  in  phosphate  prospecting  permits  or  leases,  but 
"notices  to  operators"  are  issued  to  ensure  that  the  authorized  officer 
is  notified  if/when  such  fossil  deposits  are  encountered.   Any  evaluation 
or  collection  of  material  is  conducted  in  a  manner  that  would  not 
significantly  interfere  with  phosphate  operations. 

As  previously  noted,  all  vertebrate  fossils  are  considered  to  be  objects 
of  significant  scientific  value  and  will  be  protected  as  required  by 
law.   However,  the  scientific  significance  of  invertebrate  and 
paleobotanical  fossils  within  the  PRA  is  undetermined  at  this  time. 
Appropriate  protection  of  fossil  flora  and  invertebrate  fauna  will  be 
provided  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 
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Cadastral  Survey 

Cadastral  surveys  will  continue  to  be  conducted  in  support  of  resource 
management  programs.   Survey  requirements  and  priorities  will  be 
determined  on  a  yearly  basis  as  a  part  of  the  annual  work  planning 
process. 

Road  and  Trail  Construction  and  Maintenance 

Road  and  trail  construction  and  maintenance  will  continue  to  be  conducted 
in  support  of  resource  management  objectives.   Construction  and 
maintenance  requirements  and  priorities  will  be  determined  on  a  yearly 
basis  as  a  part  of  the  annual  work  planning  process. 

Investment  of  public  funds  for  road  and  trail  construction  generally  will 
be  permitted  only  on  land  identified  for  retention  in  public  ownership. 
Exceptions  may  be  allowed  where  investment  costs  can  be  recovered  as  a 
part  of  land  disposal  actions. 

Specific  road  and  trail  construction  standards  will  be  determined  based 
on  the  following  criteria: 

1.  Resource  management  needs. 

2.  User  safety. 

3.  Impacts  to  environmental  values,  including  but  not  limited  to 
wildlife  and  fisheries  habitat,  soil  stability,  recreation,  and 
scenery. 

4.  Construction  and  maintenance  costs. 

Detailed  Management  Plans 

The  RMP  provides  general  guidance  for  the  PRA.   More  detailed  management 
plans  called  activity  plans  will  be  prepared  to  deal  with  areas  where  a 
greater  level  of  detail  is  required.   Activity  plans  will  indicate 
specific  management  practices,  improvements,  allocations,  and  other 
information  for  a  particular  site  or  area.   They  will  be  prepared  for 
most  major  BLM  programs,  including  range  (allotment  management  plans), 
recreation  (recreation  area  management  plans),  wildlife  (habitat 
management  plans),  and  cultural  resources  (cultural  resource  management 
plans).   Where  two  or  more  activities  have  activity  planning  needs  in  the 
same  general  area,  a  single  consolidated  activity  plan  may  be  prepared. 
Coordination,  consultation,  and  public  involvement  are  important  in  the 
formulation  of  activity  plans. 
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Economic  and  Social  Considerations 

BLM  will  ensure  that  any  management  action  undertaken  in  connection  with 
this  plan  is  cost-effective  (after  considering  both  market  and  non-market 
values)  and  takes  into  account  local,  social,  and  economic  factors. 
Cost-effectiveness  may  be  determined  by  any  method  deemed  appropriate  by 
the  BLM  for  the  specific  management  action  involved. 

Environmental  Review 

An  environmental  analysis  or  categorical  exclusion  review  will  be 
completed  prior  to  approval  of  any  project  involving  public  lands. 
If  no  significant  impacts  are  identified,  the  analysis  will  be  documented 
through  an  environmental  assessment  and  a  finding  of  no  significant 
impact.   If  the  analysis  suggests  a  major  Federal  action  that  would 
significantly  affect  the  human  environment,  an  environmental  impact 
statement  would  be  prepared. 


SUPPORT  REQUIREMENTS 


Once  the  RMP  is  approved,  it  will  require  support  from  many  sources  in 
order  to  be  implemented.   Support  requirements  are  shown  in  Table  7. 

TABLE  8 
SUPPORT  REQUIREMENTS 


SUPPORT 


RESOURCE 


REMARKS 


Appraisal 


Lands,  Forestry,  Range 
Management,  Wildlife, 
Recreation 


Appraisals  must  be  conducted  on 
those  lands  identified  for 
transfer,  acquisitions, 
permits,  trespass,  and 
lrights-of -way .  Also,  access 
acquired  for  timber  sales, 
range  and  wildlife  projects, 
and  recreation  developments 
must  be  appraised. 


Cadastral  Survey 


Minerals,  Wildlife, 
Range,  Lands,  Forestry, 
Wilderness 


Identification  of  public  land 
boundaries  may  be  required  for 
actions  such  as:   mineral  dis- 
posal, land  transfers,  timber 
sales,  range  projects,  wildlife 
projects,  and  occupancy  tres- 
pass settlements. 


Access 


Forestry,  Minerals, 
Range,  Wildlife,  Re- 
creation, Cultural, 
Watershed 


Legal  access  is  required  for  a 
number  of  actions  such  as: 
timber  sales,  mineral  disposal, 
range  projects,  recreation  use, 
wildlife  projects,  cultural  re- 
source management,  and  water- 
shed projects. 
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TABLE  8 
SUPPORT  REQUIREMENTS 
Continued 


SUPPORT 


RESOURCE 


REMARKS 


Water  Rights 


Watershed,  Wildlife, 
Range,  Recreation 


All  BLM  water  developments  re- 
quire water  permits. 


Engineering 


Range,  Wildlife, 
Forestry,  Recreation 


Engineering  design,  review,  and 
construction  or  contract  pre- 
paration; administration  of 
construction  is  required  for 
range  projects,  recreation  de- 
velopments, and  road  building 
and  maintenance  projects. 


Fire  Management 


Range  and  Wildlife  Habi- 
tat Management 


Technical  assistance  is  re- 
quired for  preparation  of  pre- 
scriptions for  prescribed 
burning  and  fire  management  on 
prescribed  burns  designed  to 
improve  range  and  wildlife 
habitat. 


All 


Fire  suppression,  as  specified 
in  the  RMP  for  the  protection 
of  resource  values  and  proper- 
ty. 


CONSISTENCY  WITH  OTHER  PLANS 


This  proposed  plan  does  not  appear  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  officially 
adopted  plans,  programs,  or  policies  of  other  Federal,  State,  or  local 
governments  or  with  Indian  tribes.   The  public  comments  to  date  have 
shown  no  inconsistencies. 

All  or  portions  of  seven  counties  are  located  within  the  PRA.   All  County 
Commissions  from  the  seven  counties  were  contacted  and  their 
corresponding  land  use  plans  were  reviewed  (if  available).   As  a  result 
of  the  review,  this  Draft  plan  does  not  appear  inconsistent  with  their 
officially  adopted  plans.   Coordination  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service, 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  Cities  of  Pocatello  and  Soda  Springs,  and 
Shoshone-Bannock  Tribe  does  not  indicate  any  inconsistencies. 

Agencies,  governments,  and  Indian  tribes  may  notify  BLM  of 
inconsistencies  with  their  plans  during  the  90-day  public  review  period. 
The  final  RMP/EIS  will  document  inconsistencies  and,  if  they  cannot  be 
remedied,  will  explain  why. 


64 


BLM  planning  regulations  provide  for  a  60-day  review  by  the  Governor  of 
BLM's  proposed  plans/  final  EISs  or  amendments  (1610. 3-2(e) ) .   The 
purpose  of  this  review  is  to  give  the  Governor  the  opportunity  to 
identify  inconsistencies  between  BLM's  proposed  plan  and  State  or  local 
plans,  policies,  or  programs.   A  Memorandum  of  Understanding  (May  3, 
1984)  with  the  Office  of  the  Governor  has  been  executed  to  provide  for 
The  Governor's  consistency  review.   In  accordance  with  this  Memorandum  of 
Understanding,  the  BLM  has  notified  the  Governor  about  the  Pocatello  RMP 
and  will  provide  the  proposed  plan  and  associated  final  EIS,  including 
BLM's  responses  to  comments  on  the  Draft  Plan  and  EIS,  to  the  Office  of 
the  Governor  for  the  60-day  review. 


IMPLEMENTATION 


Decisions  in  the  plan  will  be  implemented  over  a  period  of  years  and  must 
be  tied  to  the  BLM  budgeting  process.   Priorities  will  be  established  to 
guide  the  order  of  implementation  for  each  resource  and  will  be  reviewed 
annually  to  help  develop  annual  work  plan  commitments  for  the  coming 
year.   New  policy,  Departmental  guidance,  or  new  BLM  goals  may  influence 
priorities. 

Detailed  activity  plans  and  environmental  assessments  may  be  needed 
before  taking  some  actions  such  as  timber  harvest  or  range  improvement 
construction.   Rangeland  improvement  projects,  for  example,  will  require 
a  site-specific  analysis  and  a  review  of  economic  efficiency. 


MONITORING  AND  EVALUATION 

The  results  of  implementing  the  selected  RMP  will  be  examined 
periodically  to  inform  the  BLM  resource  managers  and  the  public  of  the 
progress  of  the  plan.   The  results  being  achieved  under  the  plan  will  be 
compared  with  the  plan  objectives. 

Monitoring  and  evaluation  will  assist  the  resource  managers  to: 

1.  Determine  whether  an  action  is  accomplishing  the  intended  purpose. 

2.  Determine  whether  mitigating  measures  are  satisfactory. 

3.  Determine  if  the  decisions  in  the  plan  are  being  implemented. 

4.  Determine  if  the  related  plans  of  other  agencies,  governments,  or 
Indian  tribes  have  changed,  resulting  in  an  inconsistency  with  the 
RMP. 
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5.  Identify  any  unanticipated  or  unpredictable  effects. 

6.  Identify  new  data  of  significance  to  the  plan. 

The  proposed  monitoring  and  evaluation  plan  for  the  PRA  RMP  is  shown  in 
Appendix  H  of  the  Draft  document.   The  plan  specifies  resource  components 
to  be  monitored  and  how,  when,  and  where  these  components  will  be 
monitored.   Monitoring  intensity  (the  number  and  frequency  of  studies) 
will  vary  among  areas  and  allotments  according  to  the  amount  of 
information  that  is  needed  to  determine  if  the  plan  objectives  are  being 
met.   If  monitoring  shows  that  RMP  objectives  are  not  being  met,  the 
reasons  will  be  examined  closely.   An  RMP  decision  may  need  to  be  changed 
even  if  the  problem  is  due  to  factors  beyond  BLM's  control,  such  as 
changes  in  the  climate  or  economic  factors. 
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PUBLIC  REVIEW  AND  COMMENT 


The  Pocatello  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  was  released  to  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  the 
public  in  January  1987.   During  the  public  comment  period,  which  ended 
April  30,  1987,  testimony  was  received  at  two  formal  hearings  and  in 
thirty  three  letters.   All  letters  are  reproduced  in  this  final 
document.   Comments  are  identified  and  numbered  on  the  appropriate 
letters,  and  BLM  responses  follow  the  letter  section.   Comments  are  those 
that  question  the  adequacy  or  correctness  of  the  data  or  analysis,  or 
provided  new  information.   A  verbatim  record  of  both  hearings  is 
available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Pocatello  Resource  Area  Office  and 
Idaho  Falls  District  Office. 

All  letters  received  are  listed  below.   Only  a  portion  of  the  letters 
contain  comments  requiring  a  response  and  are  so  noted. 


Letter   # 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

From 


Response  Prepared 


State  of  Idaho  Department  of  Lands 

Thatcher  Idaho  Residents 

The  Nature  Conservancy 

Eric  S.  Johnson 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Bureau  of  Mines 

Idaho  State  Historical  Society 

Idaho  Petroleum  Council 

Yago  Ranch 

Allen  J.  Kelly,  Serrano  Intermediate  School 

Conda  Partnership 

Bonneville  Power  Administration 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Edison  D.  Jones 

Val  Stoddard 

Patti  &  Ted  Pulling 

Robin  Hirsch 

John  Swanson 


X 
X 
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Letter  #    From Response  Prepared 

18.  Elmer  Wilcox,  Craig  Roberts  &  Carey  Hopkins 

19.  Chevron  U.S.A.,  Inc.  X 

20.  Krys  Sampson 

21.  Monsanto  X 

22.  Paul  Bieniasz 

23.  Mike  Panting  X 

24.  Dale  Panting  X 

25.  Student  Union,  Idaho  State  University  X 

26.  Marriner  Jensen  X 

27.  Wayne  Fowler 

28.  The  Shoshone-Bannock  Tribes  X 

29.  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Assoc.  X 

30.  The  Wilderness  Society  X 

31.  American  Rivers  X 

32.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  X 

33.  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  X 
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STATE  OF  IDAHO 


1 rrcrr- 

na 

s 

n'J~ 

/* 

RECCTED   -   I4*ho  rsli*  D 

"»'    FEB  2?  1987 

u 

susssrir 

DEPARTMENT  OF  LANDS 


Eastern  Idaho  Area  Office 

Route  I,  Box  400  (Beeches  Comer) 

Idaho  Falls,  Idaho  83401 

Telephone:        (208)    523-5398 
Febt uai y    26,     198  ' 


Bui eau    of    i  and   Management 
Idaho  Falls   District    Office 
940   Lincoln    Road 
Idaho    Falls,     Idaho      33401 

Attention:       RMP/SIS    ream   Leadei 

Deat     Sir: 

The  Idaho  Depar tmen t  of  i  ands  has  reviewed  your  draft  of  the 
1987  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Cmpai  1 
Statement  for  the  Poi  ateJ  Lo  Resource  Area. 

I  We  were  surprised  and  concerned  with  yoi.it  preferred 
altei  native.   You  do  not  J  ist  those  I-  ede.  <\  1  1  ands  adjat  ent  to 
our  Cottonwood  B  lor  k  as  being  available  for  acquis  i  tron  by 
the  St  ate  of  Idaho  t  h rough  1  and  exc hange. 

On  September  14,  1979,  this  Depar  tmen t  submi tted  a  Letter  of 
intent  to  your  State  Director  indicating  our  desire  to 
exchange  fur  those  Bureau  of  land  Management  Lands.   it  was 
ace  ep ted.   We  were  in  tur  n  given  a  prioritized  listing  ■  >t 
State  lands  the  But eau  of  land  Management  would  like  to 
acquire  in  exchange.   Since  then  we  have  wot ked  with  the 
Pocatello  Resour ce  Area  office  to  finalize  this  e <i  lunge 
package. 

We  respectful ly  r  equest  that  you  revise  your  preferred 
alternative  to  include  this  Cottonwood  Land  Exchange  Pai  kage. 
The  1986  Idaho/BLM  Lxc  hange  St  rategy  agreement  between  our 
two  ageni  Les  stipula  tes  that  wt  ■   both  c  on  sol  i  date  ownership  to 
bet  ter  achieve  ef f ic i ent  and  ef fee t  ive  managemen I  - 

our  at  quisition  of  those  6,200  at  res  of  Bi  M  1  and',  ad  iacent  to 
our  42,000  acre  Cottonwood  Block  and  the  BLM"   acquisition  of 
State  lands  from  t  fie  i  r  previously  submitted  pi  iorit  Lzed 
ac  qui  sit  ion  list  meets  the  exchange  critei  La.   It  would  be  a 
shame  to  waste  the  wor  k  by  both  agenc ies  that  has  <il ready 
gone  into  this  exchange  proposal. 


February  10,  1987 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Pocatello,  Idaho  Office 
Idaho  Falls,  Idaho  Office 


Dear  Sirs: 

In  regard  to  the  situation  that  has  arisen  concerning  the 
exchange  of  BLM  lands  to  the  State  of  Idaho,  we  the  undersigned 
are  strongly  and  unanimously  opposed  to  this  action. 

Such  an  exchange  would  undoubtedly  present  the  problems  of 
cattle  from  the  Cottonwood  Association  coming  over  the  mountain 
into  our  BLM  leases,  having  the  expense  of  fencing  our  private 
ground,  as  well  as  incurring  a  shorter  grazing  season.   If  the 
State  controls  this  land,  they  can  sell  off  small  parcels  of 
grazing  land  indiscriminately  to  the  highest  bidder,  increase 
the  price  per  AUM,  and  we  will  have  no  recourse  in  the  matter. 
We  also  oppose  timber  sales  handled  by  the  State  on  these  lands 
because  unnecessary  roads  will  be  built  and  grazing  lands  will 
become  weed  problems.   In  certain  instances,  there  is  no  access- 
ibility to  the  land  only  through  private  ground. 

Our  main  objective  is  to  keep  the  BLM  leases  and  maintain 
the  tenures  as  they  currently  stand.  Our  farming  operations 
depend  to  a  tremendous  extent  on  keeping  our  leases,  otherwise, 
our  livelihoods  will  be  in  jeopardy. 
Sincerely, 
Current  BLM  Land  Users  in  the  Thatcher,  Idaho  Area 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Pocatello,    Idaho  Office 
Idaho  Falls,    Idaho  Office 
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The  Nature  Conservancy 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU   OF    RECLAMATION 

PACIFIC  NORTHWEST  REGION 

FEDERAL  BUILDING  !t  U.S.  COURTHOUSE 

BOX  <MS-»0  WEST  FORT  STREET 

BOISE.  IDAHO  81724 


hdrch  ;"),  19EI7 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Idaho  Falls  District 
ATT:  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
940  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls,  Idaho  B3401 

Dear  Team  Leader : 

Thank  you  f  or  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Ffesoui  _  <= 
Management  Plan  and  EIS  far  the  Pocatello  Resource  Hrea.   7..* 
Nature  Conservancy's  goal  is  the  preservation  at  a  full  aria/  of 
bi ot ic  di versi ty  and  it  is  toward  this  that  the  f ol lowing 
comments  are  directed. 

The  RMF  has  done  an  outstanding  job  in  proposing  the  designation 
of  RNA  s  on  ihe  Pocatello  Resource  Area.   In  thi =  respect,  it  ii 
one  of  the  best  planning  documents  I  have  reviewed.   The 
description,  justification,  and  proposed  protection  measures  and 
management  act  1  ons  for  the  seven  at  eas  1  s  commfc-r.aabl  f.».   Orie  minor 
suggest  1  on  far    1 mpravement  concerns  Format  1  an  Cave.   In  addi 1 1  or. 
to  strenuously  en-forcing  an  DRV  closure!,  protection  of  the  ainqLt; 
and  fragile  travertine  deposits  from  ignorant  destruction  by 
nonmotor  1  zed  visitors  is  al  so  important .   This  coul  el  possibly  be! 
accomplished  through  interpretive  signing. 


Treatment  uf  r^re    plants  in  the  RMP  and  EIS  is  g:i 
of  the  two  unprotected  species  is  a  prerequisite 
developing  ( nowl edgeabl e  protection  measures. 


.   ,  oni  to;  ing 
-st  z.tej.  tu 


I  f  you  have  any  quest  1  ons  concern  1  ng  these  comment  -.    pi  eas 
free  to  contact  me.   Thanks  again  for  the  opportunity  tu 
on  the  Draft  RMP  and  EIS  and  I  loot  forward  t-  working  wi 
Pocatello  Resource  Area  in  the  future. 


Sincerely, 

lcti\fiku 

Bob  Mosel/e'j 


CC:   Roger  Rosentroter .  ISO 

Craig  Groves,  Idaho  Natural  heritage  Program 

C.A.  Wellner,  Idaho  Natural  Anvb  Coordinat  1  ny  Coimrn 


MAR  1 1 1987 


Memorandum 


To: 


District  Manager,  Idaho  Falls  District,  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Idaho  Falls,  Idaho  Attention:  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 


{^ 


From:  '-Cflf gional  Director,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  Boise,  Idaho 

Subject:  Review  of  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Pocatello  Resource  Area 

The  subject  management  plan  and  environmental  impact  statement,  provided  by 
your  letter  of  January  20,  1987,  have  been  reviewed  by  our  Minidoka  Project 
Office  in  Burley,  Idaho.  The  staff  there  found  the  proposed  plan  to  be 
consistent  with  maintaining  the  land  and  water  resource  values  that  affect  our 
operations.  They  are  also  working  with  your  office,  where  appropriate,  on  the 
sale  and  exchange  of  land  parcels  in  the  Willow  Creek  watershed. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  these  documents.  Please  let  us  know 
if  we  can  be  of  further  assistance  in  your  planning  process. 


>^S^.o  or>  '~~*<Lli4*T3 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Intenopp/' 

BUREAU  OF  MINES 


WESTERN  F1EI  D  OPERA  MONS 

EAST   S60   1RD  AVENUl 

SPOKANE.  WASHINGTON    ^ 


April    2,   1987 


*p. 


ti 


APR  0  6  1987 


The  criteria   for  the   development  potential    for  nonenergy  minerals   is   from  the 
Wallowa  Whitman  National   Forest,  Oregon  (copy  attached). 

The  criteria   for  the  access  categories  is  that   from  the  Beaverhead  National 
Forest,   Montana  (copy  attached). 


To:  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader,   Bureau  of  Land  Management,    Idaho  Falls   District 

Office,  Idaho  Falls,   Idaho 

From:  Supervisor,   Mineral    Issues   Involvement  Section,   Branch  of  Engineering 

and  Economic  Analysis 

Subject:     Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental    Impact  Statement 
(EIS)    for  the  Pocatello  Resource  Area,   Idaho 

Generally,  the  Pocatello  Resource  Management  Plan  is  excellent  with  regard  to 
minerals.  However,  a  point  of  reference  or  comparison  is  needed  to  allow  the 
reader  to  understand  the  significance  of  some  statements.  An  example  is  the 
Minerals  Management  section  on  page  24.  The  first  line,  second  paragraph, 
states  that  598,581  acres  are  available  for  nonenergy  solid  minerals  leasing. 
We  would  like   to  see  a  quantifier  such  as: 

Of  the  598,581   acres  available  for  nonenergy  mineral    leasing,  

acres  have  a  high  potential   for  development,  acres  have  a 

medium  potential    for  development 
for  development,  and  _ 
development. 

This  should  be  done  for  each  acreage  total    in  each  classification. 

This  office   reviews   numerous  EIS  documents  and  has  come  across  an  excellent 
classification  system  as  shown  in  attached  table   11-11,  pages  11-71   and   11-72 
of  the  Beaverhead  National   Forest  DEIS. 

We  suggest  a  modification  of  this,  as  shown  on  page  2,  using  percentages  rather 
than  acreages.     It  is  easier  to  envision  the  comparison  and  comprehend  the 
effects  each   alternative  may   have   on  mineral    resources.     The  numbers   are  the 
same  as  the  Beaverhead  table. 

The  potential   classification  consists  of  five  parts,   with  a  range  from  high 
potential   to  very  low  potential   based  on  current  knowledge.     The  availability 
classification  consists  of   four  categories,   including  withdrawn,  specific   legal 
protection  measures,  special   management  conditions,  and  standard  operating 
conditions.     By  combining  potential   with  availability  and  comparing  acreages, 
an  excellent  statistical   representation  of  minerals   availability  would  be 
presented. 


acres   have   a  low  potential 

acres  have  an   unknown   potential    for 
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Category  A  Withdrawn  or   proposed    for   «Uh<lri»il    fro*  Miner*) 

entry. 

1.  wilderness  areas. 

2.  Wild  and  scenic  rivers 

3.  Sites  for  facilities 

4.  Historic  and  cultural  sites 
1.  Developed  recreation  sites. 
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Category  8        Statutes  or  executive  orders  require  specific 
protection  or  Mitigation  measures. 

1.  Proposed  wilderness  areas. 

2.  Congressional ly  mandated  wilderness  study  areas. 

3.  RABE  II  Further  Planning  areas. 

4.  TIE  Species. 

5.  Roadless  (Type  I)  dispersed  recreation  areas. 

6.  Culturally  significant  areas. 

Category  C  Special  conditions  ealst  on  lands  which  require 
special  lease  stipulations  or  plan  of  operation 
conditions . 

1.  Big  game  winter  range. 

2.  Ell  cal«1ng  area. 

3.  Riparian  area. 

Category  0        Standard  lease  stipulations  and  plan  of  operation 
conditions  apply. 

1.  Timber  production  areas. 

2.  Existing  mineral  processing  areas. 
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IDAHO    STATE    HISTORICAL   SOCIETY 
610    NORTH    JULIA    DAVIS    DRIVE         BOISE     83707 


HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFIOE 
210  Mam  ST 
(208)334-3947 


April    8.     1987 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Idaho  Falls  District  Office 
ATT:   RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
9*0  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls.  Idaho    83401 

Dear  Team  Leader: 

Thank  you  for  providing  our  office  vlth  the  draft  Pocatello 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
our  review  and  comment. 

We  considered  the  Information  the  plan  presented  regarding  the 
management  of  cultural  resources  on  the  Idaho  Falls  District  and 
are  generally  pleased  with  the  actions  being  proposed  to  protect 
these  resources.   At  this  time,  we  have  no  specific  comments  or 
recommendations  to  make. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  RMP/EIS. 

Sincerely  , 


omas  J.  Green 


.<Au- 


Deputy  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer 


TJC/bhd 

cc:       Richard    Hill,     IFDlstrlct    Archaeologist 


AttJChnent   2 
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IDAHO  PETROLEUM  COUNCIL 

Xo<*r  MmmM  OUmtdOm  Amoemttom 


Mr .  Lloyd  H.  Ferquson 


April  7,  1987 


~ki  mm     In   moj 
*"     APR  0<*I9S7 


^r .    Lloyd  H.  Perguson 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
94 0  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls,  Idaho  83401 

Dear  Mr.  FerguBon: 

On  behalf  of  the  Idaho  Petroleum  Council,  a  division  of  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Oil  &  Ga9  Association  (which  is  an  association  representing 
the  major  oil  companies  as  well  as  a  majority  of  the  independent 
exploration  and  product  ion  companies  in  the  Intermountam  West )  ,  we 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  submit  the  following  comments: 

We  support  the  inclusion  of  a  minerals  alter native  in  the  planning 
process  for  the  Pocatello  Resource  Area.   The  inclusion  of  such  an 
alter native  allows  members  of  the  energy  industry  and  the  publ ic  to 
determine  the  maximum  available  opportunities  for  exploration  and 
development  of  energy  and  mineral  resources  which  exist  within  the 
Resource  Area.   It  also  displays  how  these  opportunities  are  limited 
by  the  Preferred  Management  Alternative. 

Despite  the  consideration  energy  and  minerals  have  received  in  the 
planning  process,  we  would  like  to  comment  on  a  perceived  lack  of 
certain  essential  plan  components  which  are  needed  in  order  to  have  a 
defensible  document  in  terms  of  energy  and  mineral  resources  and 
related  decisions. 

For  example ,  the  planning  document  should  include  a  discussion  of 
your  intent  to  use  the  Pocatello  RMP  as  a  basis  for  making  oil  and  gas 
leasing  decisions  and  that  such  decisions  will  not  be  subject  to 
additional  environmental  documentation  or  public  scoping .   We  bel ieve 
that  this  discussion  should  be  included  In  either  the  section  on  purpose 
and  need  or  in  Chapter  Two  which  describes  the  various  management 
alternatives  which  were  considered  during  the  planning  process. 


standard  stipulations.   Such  information  would  be  invaluable  to  you  as 
well  as  to  the  public  and  industry. 

while  we  support  your  efforts  to  classify  the  PRA  in  terms  of  its 
energy  resource  potential,  we  believe  you  should  have  included  an 
"Unknown"  category.   An  unknown  potential  category  should  have  been 
applied  to  those  areas  where  data  is  unavailable  or  insufficient  to 
make  a  determination  of  potential.   Of  primary  concern  is  the  like- 
lihood that  areas  with  unknown  potential  have  been  construed  as  having 
no  or  low  potential.   It  is  entirely  possible  that  after  more  site-- 
specific  data  is  obtained  the  area  may  be  found  to  have  the  highest 
possible  potential  for  oil  and  gas.   Consequently,  there  is  an  inher- 
ent danger  in  assigning  an  area  with  unknown  potential  a  rating  of 
low  or  no  potential  because  the  planners  could  designate  the  area 
to  limited  uses,  when  in  fact  they  should  leave  the  area  open  to  more 
flexible  management  practices. 

In  conclusion,  while  we  support  the  inclusion  of  a  Minerals  Alternative 
in  the  planning  process,  we  cannot  support  it  or  any  of  the  other 
management  alternatives  because  we  don't  believe  the  planning  documents 
conform  to  the  requirements  establ ished  by  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act.   We  strongly  urge  that  you  make  the  changes  we  have  recom- 
mended in  our  comments.   These  changes  will  make  the  RMP  more  balanced 
and  defensible  in  terms  of  oil  and  gas  considerations  and  decisions. 


jj-i-nrre  r  e  1  y ,       /j 


ANDREW    G.    ANDERSON 
Executive   Director 


AGA : ] bt 


We  are  also  concerned  with  the  statement  on  page  16  of  the  Plan  which 
relates  to  Issue  No.  10,  Mineral  Development.   You  state,  "Areas  will 
be  identified  where  there  are  major  conflicts  between  mineral  leasing 
and  exploration  and  other  resources.   Generally,  when  these  conflicts 
occur,  an  Environmental  Assessment  will  be  completed  to  develop 
protective  stipulations,  {such  as  seasonal  closures)  or  mitigating 
measures  which  would  be  tailored  to  the  specific  conditions  and  re- 
sources affected."   We  are  unsure  whether  you  mean  that  an  EA  will  be 
prepared  only  at  the  drilling  proposal  stage  where  there  are  major 
conflicts  or  whether  an  EA  may  also  be  prepared  before  leasing 
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decisions  are  made  in  controversial  areas  or  areas  where  major 
conflicts  may  exist.   While  we  agree  that  additional  environmental 
documentation  .is  necessary  prior  to  the  approval  of  a  drilling 
proposal,  we  believe  that  leasing  decisions  should  be  made  during  the 
land  management  planning  process.   Consequently,  we  recommend  that 
the  statement  cited  above  be  clarified  as  to  its  actual  intent. 

This  clarification  is  important  because  it  could  conflict  with  the 
discussion  prepared  for  Issue  No.  11 ,  Avail abil ity  of  Lands  for 
Leasing,  which  indicates  that  all  lands  and  mineral  estate  with  high 
energy  values  will  continue  to  be  made  available  for  exploration  and 
leasing  under  all  alternatives .   We  strongly  support  leasing  of  all 
potentially  valuable  lands  with  reasonable  and  justifiable  stipula- 
tions and  constraints . 

A  discussion  of  possible  environmental  impacts  which  could  result  from 
the  various  management  alternatives  and  specific  mitigation  measures 
which  may  be  utilized  for  oil  and  gas  activities  should  be  added  to 
Chapter  IV  of  the  DEIS.   These  types  of  discussions  are  required  in 
the  section  on  environmental  consequences  by  40  CFR  1502. 16,  which 
states  that  "...The  discussion  will  include  the  environmental  impacts 
of  the  alternatives  including  the  proposed  action..."   The  regulations 
also  require  in  Section  1502. 16h  that  the  "means  to  mitigate  adverse 
environmental  impacts"  shall  also  be  included  in  the  discussion.   We 
are  concerned  that  you  have  not  fully  complied  with  these  requirements. 
Therefore ,  we  recommend  that  the  Chapter  on  Environmental  Consequences 
be  revised  to  address  specific  possible  conflicts  and  the  available 
measures  which  may  be  used  to  mitigate  any  adverse  impacts. 

In  order  to  provide  full  disclosure  of  environmental  impacts  as 
required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) ,  you  should 
include  a  discussion  in  the  planning  documents  or  an  appendix  of  the 
various  stages  of  exploration  and  development  of  oil  and  gas,  i.e., 
leasing ,  exploration ,  drilling ,  production  and  abandonment  of  the  well 
site.   Possible  impacts  which  could  arise  from  such  activities 
should  be  discussed  in  generic  terms  since  it  is  impossible  for  you  to 
anticipate  the  extent  of  mineral  exploration  and  development  activity 
which  may  occur  in  the  PRA.   Nevertheless,  it  is  important  for  you  to 
indicate  what  those  reasonably  foreseeable  impacts  could  be  and 
to  discuss  the  various  mitigation  measures  which  could  be  utilized  to 
avoid  or  significantly  minimize  these  possible  impacts. 

A  Preferred  Alternative  map  displaying  the  various  oil  and  gas  leasing 
categories  should  be  added  to  the  plan,   while  we  realize  that  the 
planning  documents  include  a  map  which  indicates  where  no  surface 
occupancy  st ipulat ions  will  be  applied,  we  believe  it  would  be  bene- 
ficial if  you  were  to  illustrate  those  areas  which  are  withdrawn  by 
statute  and  by  discretion.   The  current  map  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 
is  confusing  because  it  indicates  that  withdrawn  areas  will  be 
subject  to  NSO  stipulations.   This  situation  should  be  clarified  because 
it  is  unclear  whether  these  areas  are  withdrawn  only  from  appropri- 
ation under  the  Mining  Law  or  whether  they  are  withdrawn  from  mineral 
leasing  as  well.   An  additional  recommendation  we  would  like  to  make 
is  that  you  should  identify  separately  on  the  map  those  areas  which 
are  subject  to  seasonal  constraints  and  which  are  available  with 
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RF:   Draft  Plan/ElS 


T  wan'  to  express  mv  views  on  a  section  of  the  R-sn 
lanap.emeul  Plan  and  FIS  (page  A-o8)  as  it  applies  to  my 
allotment  —  Vap.o  Cre 


60-9. 


If  vou  will  view  the  topographv  map  of  this  area  you 
ill  find  rhat  none  of  the  H20  acre  allotment  is  within  the 
ownev  watershed.   All  of  the  allotment  that  the  Plan  states 
s  in  the  howiiev  watershed  drains  into  the  Vago  Creek  drainage 
f  which  we  own  icrir.ALion  and  domestic  water  rights.   The 
outhern  boundat  v  o!  this  allotri-nt  is  the  ridge  between  Vago 
rainap.f  and  Nine  Nile  drainage  (Downey  watershed). 

[  strongly  obj'-ct  to  this  stated  problem  and  objective 
nd  ask  that  it  bo  deleted. 


</^  S<??*iy^z<.  ^^/^. 


0.  Thayne  Thompson  f 


cc:   Area  Office  Director,  Poratello 
Lloyd  Ferr.usen,  district  Manager 
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WESTERN  CO-OPERATIVE 

FERTILIZERS  IU.S.)  INC. 

PARTNER 


APRIL  23,  1987 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Idaho  Falls  District  Office 
Att.  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
940  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls.   ID   63401 

Gent  1  em en : 

As  a  representative  of  the  Conda  Partnership  in  Soda 
Springs.   Idaho,  please  accept  my  comments  concerning  the 
draft  of  the  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

Upon  reviewing  the  Preferred  Alternative  B.  the  Conda 
Partnership  has  no  major  objections  other  than  to  state  that 
It  will  be  advantageous  to  the  phosphate  industry  to 
leave  mineral  de ve lopment  t  he  same  and  cont 1 nue  to 
foster  and  encourage  orderly  mineral  development. 

Sincerely 


Doug  Gr 

Conda  Partnership 


1 1 
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Department  of  Energy 

Bonneville  Power  Administration 

PO  Box  3621 
Portland,  Oregon  97206  -  3621 

APR  2  3  1987 


Mr.  Lloyd  H.  Ferguson,  District  Manager 
Idaho  Falls  District  Office 
USDI  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
940  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls,  ID   83401 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Bonneville  Power  Administration  (BPA)  has  reviewed  the  Pocatello  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).   We  offer  the 
following  comments  for  your  consideration. 

1.  From  the  standpoint  of  existing  and  planned  transmission  facilities,  the 
preferred  alternative  (Alternative  B)  is  consistent  with  BPA  programs. 

2.  The  Plan  and  EIS  should  address  important  east-west  energy  transmission 
corridor  windows  identified  in  the  1977  Pacific  Northwest  Long  Range  East-West 
Energy  Corridor  Study  (enclosed).   These  windows  were  found  to  be  the  major 
technically  feasible  corridors  available  through  the  Rockies  and  Cascades. 
They  are  marked  as  planned  corridors  on  the  Alternative  B  map  (enclosed). 

3.  The  corridors  identified  in  the  1980  Western  Regional  Corridor  Study  and 
its  1986  update,  compiled  by  the  Western  Utility  Group  (WHO,  should  also  be 
addressed  in  the  EIS  and  Plan.  The  updated  study  will  be  mailed  to  all  BLM 
district  offices  shortly  from  the  WUG  Idaho  Coordinator  (Idaho  Power  Company). 

4.  The  Plan  and  EIS  should  des  ignate  existing  and  planned  energy  transmission 
corridors  which  cross  BLM  land.   Although  BPA  has  no  lines  in  the  area,  there 
are  several  existing  utility  transmission  lines  and  oil  and  gas  pipelines. 
Designation  is  included  in  the  requirements  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  Manage- 
ment Act  and  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  as  emphasized  in  WUG ' s  1986  Updated 
Western  Regional  Corridor  Study. 


15.   Specific 
for  energy  tr 


gement  areas  that  are  considered  exclusion  or  avoidance  areas 
ission  corridors  should  be  identified  in  the  EIS  and  Plan. 


6.   In  general,  the  Plan  and  EIS  do  a  good  job  of  addressing  renewable  energy 
resources  such  as  geo thermal  and  hydroelec  trie .   However ,  there  are  several 
potent  ial  geothermal  sites  not  ment  ioned  which  are  found  on  or  near  Federal 
lands.   These  6ites  are  identified  in  BPA's  1985  Resource  Assessment,  "Evalua- 
tion and  Ranking  of  Geothermal  Resources  for  Electrical  Generation  or  Electri- 
cal Offset  in  Idaho,  Montana,  Oregon,  and  Washington,"  Volumes  I  and  II, 
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June  1985.   The  discussion  of  alternatives  should  address  the  effect,  if  any, 
of  land  use  restrictions  on  geothermal  as  well  as  hydroelectric  potential. 
Although  there  are  several  potential  wind  sites  found  in  the  area,  they  are 
not  considered  to  be  technically  or  economically  viable. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  your  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Draft  EIS,  and  we  would  like  to  remain  on  your  mail  list  for  the  final  EIS  and 
Plan.   If  you  have  any  questions  on  these  comments  or  need  more  detail  on  BPA 
transmission  facilities,  please  contact  John  0.  Hooson,  Senior  Technical 
Advisor,  Division  of  Land  Resources,  Bonneville  Power  Administration,  at 
503-230-3299  or  (FTS)  429-3299. 


(Pw^ 


8.  Pugh  -  BLM  Idaho  State  Office 
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Chevron  USA  Inc 

6400  South  Fiddler's  Green  Circle.  Englewod.  CO   80111.  P  0    8u»  599.  Denver.  CO   80201 


vould   allow    for   a   well- 


M  M    (Liu)  Hnchi  April  29,  1987 

Legislative  and   Reflulaiori    AH.ms 


Draft  EIS  and  Resource  Management  Plan 
Pocatello  Resource  Area 


Mr.  Lloyd  H.  Ferguson 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
9^0  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls,  ID    83401 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Chevron   U.S.A.   Inc.   believes    that    your    preferred   alternate 
balanced,  fair,  multiple-use  management  plan. 

However,  we  have  several  concerns  related  to  the  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS.  In 
particular,  we  believe  that  in  order  to  be  in  compliance  with  <*0  CFR  1  502.16,  a  discussion 
of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  various  alternatives,  as  well  as  the  means  to  mitigate 
the  adverse  environmental  impacts,  must  be  included.  This  discussion  should  also  include 
a  general  description  of  the  various  stages  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  production. 

Additionally,  the  EIS  should  state  that  the  RMP  will  be  used  as  a  basis  for  making  oil  and 
gas  leasing  decisions,  and  that  such  decisions  will  not  be  subject  to  additional 
environmental  documentation  or  public  scoping.  On  page  6  of  the  RMP,  the  first  full 
paragraph  states  that  an  Environmental  Assessment  will  be  prepared  in  areas  where  there 
are  "major  conflicts"  between  mineral  activity  and  other  resources.  We  believe  that  the 
Resource  Management  Plan's  EIS  should  be  prepared  in  order  to  resolve  those  conflicts  at 
this  point  in  time.  It  would  unnecessarily  encumber  the  leasing  process,  as  well  as  your 
agency,  to  prepare  the  RMP's  EIS  in  such  a  way  that  leasing  decisions  could  not  be  made 
from  it. 

In  order  to  improve  the  clarity  and  increase  the  usefulness  of  your  proposed  plan,  we 
suggest  the  following: 

1.  Your  preferred  alternative  map  should  differentiate  between  those  areas  that  are 
withdrawn  from  mineral  activity  and  those  areas  that  are  subject  to  no  surface 
occupancy  stipulations.  These  classifications  should  not  be  mixed,  because  leasing 
can  occur  on  lands  subject  to  NSO  stipulations,  but  not  on  withdrawn  lands. 

2.  Your  preferred  alternative  map  needs  to  indicate  which  of  the  withdrawn  areas  are 
withdrawn  from  appropriation  under  the  Mining  Law,  and  which  are  withdrawn  from 
this  appropriation  as  well  as  from  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

On  page  3-6  of  the  draft  E!S,  the  map  of  oil  and  gas  potential  is  misleading  because 
areas  of  unknown  potential  were  rated  1,  and  yet  on  your  map's  legend,  you  state 
that  "1  =  lowest  potential."  There  is  a  tremendous  difference  between  an  area  of 
"unknown"  versus  "low"  potential.  An  area  of  unknown  potential  could  very  possibly 
become  an  area  of  highest  potential  after  more  data  is  acquired.   Consequently,  the 
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Mr.  Lloyd  H.  Ferguson 


April  29,  1987 


Monsanto 


problem  with  assigning  an  area  with  unknown  potential  a  rating  of  lowest  potential 
is  that  the  land  planners  could  designate  the  area  to  limited  uses,  when  it  would  be 
more  prudent  to  leave  the  area  open  to  more  multiple  uses  until  more  is  known 
about-the  mineral  potential.  Therefore,  we  request  the  use  of  an  unknown  potential 
classification  in  addition  to  your  lowest  potential  classification. 

Finally,  we  appreciate  the  inclusion  of  a  minerals  alternative  in  your  draft  EIS.  This 
alternative  aids  industry  in  determining  the  maximum  opportunities  for  mineral  and 
energy  resource  development,  and  shows  us  exactly  how  these  opportunities  are 
constrained  under  the  preferred  alternative. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  our  views. 

Sincerely, 


M.  M.  (Lisa)  Flesche 


MMF:js 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Idaho  Falls  District  Office 
Att:   RMP-EIS  Team  Leader 
940  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls,    Idaho  83401 

Dear  Sirs: 

Monsanto  Company  appreciates  the  opportunity 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Sta 
Area.  The  information  contained  within  the 
accurate  statement  of  the  present  status  of 
concerns  of  the  land  users.  Also  the  Prefe 
responds  to  these  concerns  in  a  fair  and  equ 
public  lands  under  Alternative  8  should  prov 
use  of  these  areas.  Indeed,  the  Preferred  A 
of  the  multiple  and  balanced  use  of  the  publ 
Resource  Area. 


1987 
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to  comment  on  the  Resource 
tement  for  the  Pocatello  Resource 
RMP-EIS  document  appears  to  be  an 
the  BLM  administered  lands  and  the 
red  Alternative,  Alternative  B, 
itable  manner.  Management  of  the 
ide  for  a  balanced  approach  to  the 
lternative  is  an  excellent  example 
ic  lands  within  the  Pocatello 


However,  this  document  must  be  viewed  as  a  framework  upon  which  to  build  the 
future  of  these  lands.  Neither  man  nor  his  environment  are  static  entities. 
The  needs  of  the  public  land  users  and  the  ability  of  the  public  lands  to  meet 
those  needs  are  ever  changing.  An  area  deemed  to  be  of  low  mineral  potential 
today  may,  with  changing  technology  and  economics,  become  a  prime  exploration 
and  development  possibility,  for  example,  the  development  of  low  grade  precious 
metal  deposits  in  Nevada.  Or  what  may  be  prime  wildlife  habitat  today, 
because  of  the  natural  progression  of  species  or  nature,  may  be  prime  timber 
or  grazing  land  in  the  future.  Hopefully,  the  process  and  input  begun  with 
this  RMP-EIS  process  will  continue  and  will  be  used  to  guide  the  balanced  use 
of  the  publ ic  lands. 

We  would  also  urge  the  extension  of  cadastral  surveys  of  the  public  lands 
within  the  Pocatello  Resource  Area  beyond  present  limits.  Too  many  of  these 
lands  lie  some  distance  from  the  nearest  established  section  corners  for  an 
accurate  estimation  of  lease  or  allotment  boundaries. 


Sincerely, 


David  W.  Farnsworth 
Supervisor  -  Mine  Production 
Planning,  and  Control 
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areas  must  be  protected,   All  BLM  tracts  within  this  area  must  be  managed  to 
protect  the  visual  resource.   The  scenic  beauty,  endangered  whooping  cranes, 
bird  watching,  photography,  camping,  hiking,  and  big  game  hunting  are  major 
factors  supporting  the  growing  recreation  and  tourism  industry  of  the  Grays 
Lake,  Caribou  Mountain,  Tlncup  Highway  34  areas. 

The  BLM  needs  to  start  protecting  and  rehabilitating  streambank  and 
riparian  areas.   Fish  habitat  has  been  severely  degraded  on  many  streams  in 
southeastern  Idaho.   The  recreational  fishing  resource  can  be  revitalized 
for  the  economic  benefit  of  southeastern  Idaho  with  streambank  rehabilitation 
and  good  riparian  management. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Mike  Panting 


to'jk. 


April  25,  1987 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Idaho  Falls  District  Offic 
ATT:  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
940  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls,  Idaho   83401 


Mike  Panting 
1960  Panting  Lane 
P.O.  Box  631 
Soda  Springs,  Idaho 
83276 


For 


the  Hearing  Re 


atello  Reso 


e  Management  Plan  and  EIS 
commendations  for  Research 


First  I  would  like  to  applaud  the 
Natural  Areas  and  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  mentioned  in 
the  draft  Pocatello  Resource  Management  Plan  and  EIS.   However  the 
document  is  greatly  flawed  because  there  is  no  mention  of  protecting 
the  Formation  Spring  Watershed.   Formation  Spring  provides  drinking 
water  for  the  City  of  Soda  Springs.   Page  B-3  of  the  document  describes 
the  protection  given  to  the  City  of  Downey's  municipal  watershed,  by  means 
of  mineral  entry  withdrawal  and  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
recommendation.   The  Formation  Spring  watershed  deserves  equal  forms  of 
protection.   At  a  minimum,  the  340  acre  parcel  of  BLM  land  directly  above 
and  to  the  east  of  Formation  Spring  needs  to  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 
entry  and  designated  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  for  the 
Formation  Spring  watershed.   This  340  acre  parcel  encompassed  the  west 
facing  slopes  above  Formation  Spring.   The  visual  quality  of  these  west 
facing  slopes  and  the  entire  Formation  Spring  and  travertine  deposit  areas 
must  be  protected. 

In  regards  to  whooping  crane  habitat,  all  894  acres  of  BLM  land  near 
Grays  Lake  Wildlife  Refuge  should  be  put  under  cooperative  agreement  with  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  for  management  as  whooping  crane  habitat. 
These  BLM  lands  are  within  the  whooping  crane  critical  habitat  designation 
area  published  in  the  Federal  Register  of  May  15,  1978.   I  have  observed 
hundreds  of  sandhill  cranes  using  the  lower  west  slopes  of  Caribou  Mountain 
as  habitat.   Whooping  cranes  will  follow  sandhill  cranes  and  use  this 
swamp-forest  edge  habitat  also. 

The  visual  resource  in  the  Grays  Lake,  Caribou  Mountain,  Tincup  Highway  34 


Dale  Panting 
7013  S.  2310  N. 
West  Jordan,  Utah 
84084 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Idaho  Falls  District  Office 
Att:  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
940  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls,  Idaho  83401 

Submitted  for  the  Hearing  Record:  Pocatello  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  EIS,  Draft  1987. 

The  Draft  Pocatello  Resource  Management  Plan  is  seriously  flawed 
for  its  lack  of  addressing  the  Formation  Spring  Watershed.   Formation 
Spring  supplies  drinking  water  for  the  City  of  Soda  Springs,  Idaho. 
Formation  Spring  also  supplies  irrigation  and  fish  propagation  water 
for  water  right  owners  on  Formation  Spring.   As  a  landowner  and  owner 
of  water  rights  on  Formation  Spring,  I  have  a  personal  interest  in 
seeing  the  water  quality  of  Formation  Spring  protected  for  the  residents 
of  Soda  Springs,  and  us  other  water  right  owners. 

There  is  a  340  acre  parcel  of  BLM  land  directly  above  and  east  of 
Formation  Spring,  and  another  110  acre  parcel  of  BLM  land  farther  to  the 
east  that  needs  to  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  designated  municipal 
watershed  for  Formation  Spring.   Ideally,  all  BLM  parcels  east  of  Formation 
Spring  to  the  top  of  the  drainage  divide  on  Aspen  Range  should  be  included 
in  the  Formation  Spring  Watershed  designation. 

I  find  it  ironic  that  the  BLM  is  willing  to  protect  the  City  of  Downey 
Idaho's  Municipal  Watershed  with  an  1855  acre  mineral  entry  withdrawal,  and 
an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  designation  (page  B-3),  but  makes 
no  mention  of  protecting  the  City  of  Soda  Springs  Municipal  Watershed  on 
Formation  Spring.   Watershed  protection  of  Formation  Spring  should  have 
the  highest  priority  in  management  of  BLM  parcels  east  of  Formation  Spring, 
to  the  top  of  the  drainage  divide  on  Aspen  Range.   These  BLM  parcels  are 
located  in  Section  27,  26,  and  25  Township  8  South  Range  42  East,  and  add 
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up  to  a  very  small  amount  of  acreage  to  withdraw  from  mineral  entry.  The 
parcels  and  acreage  would  be  Section  27--340  acres,  Section  26--110  acres. 
Section  25--300  acres,  for  a  total  of  approximately  750  acres. 

I  trust  you  will  take  this  into  consideration,  and  fully  address 
the  Formation  Spring  Watershed  in  the  fjn*ial  Pocfrtello  Resource  Management 


Plan. 
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normally  have  to  set  up  the  hut  during  the  hunting  season, 
and  because  of  wet  conditions  in  the  spring,  we  sometimes 
wait  until  end  of  May  or  early  June  to  remove  the  hut. 

If  road  access—or  even  off  road  vehicle  access  —  is  opened 
through  the  Moonlight  area,  the  potential  for  vandalism  will 
be  greatly  increased. 

We  hope  that  you  will  consider  providing  some  protection  to 
the  hut  system  while  the  management  plan  is  developed. 


jr. 


/ 


Ron  Watters,  Director 
ISU  Outdoor  Program 


POCflTELLO.  IOAMO.  * 


STUDENT  UNION 

IDAHO  STATE  UNIVERSITY 
Pocatello,  Idaho 


Magazine  Touts  Local  Yurt  System 


April  21,  1987 

District  Supervisor 
Pocatello  Resource  Area 
Idaho  Falls  District— BLM 
940  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls,  ID  63401 

Gentlemen/ Ladies: 

RE:   Comments  on  Pocatello  Resource  Area  Management  Plan 

We  would  like  to  make  some  comments  on  the  Pocatello  Resource 
Area  Management  Plan  and  its  relation  to  the  Portneuf  Range 
Winter  Hut  System. 

As  a  bit  of  background,  the  Portneuf  Range  Winter  Hut  System 
is  a  series  of  five  huts  which  are  available  to  snow  shoers 
and  cross-country  skiers.   Last  winter  the  hut  system  was 
featured  in  Outside  magazine.   It  was  listed  among  a  dozen 
other  resorts  and  locations  which  the  magazine's  editors  felt 
represented  some  of  the  best  cross-country  ski  opportunities 
in  the  United  States. 

The  huts  are  sited  on  a  combination  of  Forest  Service, 
private  and  BLM  land.  In  particular,  the  Moonlight  hut  is 
located  on  BLM  land,  on  the  east  side  of  Moonlight  Mountain. 
A  BLM  special  use  permit  was  obtained.   The  hut  is  primarily 
reached  from  the  Rapid  Creek  Ski  Area,  where  the  Pocatello 
Nordic  Ski  Association,  in  combination  with  the  City  of 
Pocatello,  the  ISU  Outdoor  Program,  and  the  private  land 
owner  have  established  a  series  of  cross-country  trails  which 
are  occasionally  groomed  during  the  winter.   Of  all  of  the 
huts  available,  the  Moonlight  hut  is  the  most  ideal  for 
families  and  beginning  skiers. 


■ralclln  is  being  touted  as  a 
narker's  haven  In  the  December 
t    "f    Outside   magazine    (or    ILs 


the  ski  capital  of 


e  Ma  ol 


Area  Code  206 

Director 
236-2427 

Assi   Director 
236-3757 

Piogram  and 

Recreation  Director 

236-3451 

Reservations  and 
Catering 
236-2297 

Games  Area 
236-3335 

Maintenance  Supervisi 
2*3781 

Outdoor  Program 
236-3912 

Craft  Shop 
236-3281 

lour  concern  with  the  management  plan  is  the  possible  road 
wnderness  Rem.i  Cent Jaccess  to  be  opened  up  through  this  piece  of  BLM  land  on  the 
26-ileast  side  of  Moonlight  Mountain.   Presently,  access  is 
23b"S45     jpartially  blocked  because  of  the  poor  condition  of  the  road 
land  because  of  private  land  ownership. 

If  access  is  improved  or  encouraged  then  it  will  greatly 
increase  the  potential  of  vandalism  of  the  Moonlight  hut.  The 
hut  is  removed  in  the  spring  and  set  back  up  in  the  fall. 
Because  the  hut  is  a  temporary  structure,  made  of  canvas  and 
not  locked,  it  is  particularly  vulnerable  early  in  the  spring 
and  late  in  the  fall.   Because  of  weather  concerns,  we 


V  Skinny-Ski  Symposium  " 
larinn  snowcapped  peaks 
■lie  pine  forests  Nothing 
■n  high  desert  rolling  away 


the  yurt  system  is  a  cooperative 
venture  between  ISU,  the  Pocatello 
Harks  and  Recreation  Department, 
and  Hie  Pocatello  Nordic  Ski  Asso 

sioned    Stanley     Basin    yurtmeisler 


In  the  United  States,  from  Michigan 
to  Alaska  It  rounds  out  the  compen 
dlum  of  ski-related  pieces  with  nu 
meroua  short  articles  on  equipment 
and  lips  (or  how  to  do  It  and  what  to 
take  along 

Among  the  handful  of  correspon 
dents  who  write  the  articles  Is  Sun 
Valley's  Penelope  Street,  who  offer*, 
tips  on  iclemarklng  technique 


a 


hree  years  ago  '  the  .i 
The  yurts  sleep  six  I 
165  ilepending  i. 


i  Of 


evening  accompanies  the  story 

The  article  quotes  Ron  Walters 
director  of  Idaho  Stale  University's 
outdoor  program  'and  who  is  cur 
renllv   off   trekking   in   Nepal    on   I 


equipped  with  a  st 

contacting  the  ISU  Wilderness  Rent 
al  Center  116  2W5 

The  mention  of  Pocatello  In   Out 
side    Is    part    of    a     larger     article 


OUTSIDE  Magazine 


'  of  I 


Paging 
2*2296 


Campus  Inlofmanofi 
236  2700 


Yurt  System 


i  the  location  of  Ihe  five  yurts  that  have  been 
■  the  Portneut  Range  The  huts  are  well  placed  tor  cross 
knng  The  local  yurt  system  is  discussed  in  the 
issue  ol  Outside  magazine 
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Brmnrd  Sparks 
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do  ino     th  1  »     wor'K      is     PCCC  i  v> 
access. 


iruj  < ;oinp«*na 


I  have  hunted  and  fished  in  other  areas  of"  Southern  Idaho 
where  d  i  f  f'erent  people  have  stewardsh  ip  over  the  areas,  and 
have  found  fewer  catt 1 e  w  i th  more  graso  and  more  cover  and 
food  for  the  wildlife,  and  public  access.    It  is  simply  the 
way  el  1  publ  ic  lands  should  be  Kept. 

Af  ter  hav  i  nq  o^&rt    beaver  dams  t>  1  own.   1  and  ravaged  and 
P  i leged,  access  blocked  and  threatened,   I  nave    started  go ing 
heavily  armed  simply  to  avoid  any  further  abuse  from  the 
respective  people  either  who  have  leases  from  the  SLH  or 
peop 1 e  emp 1 oyed  by  them.    If  it  were  not  for  the  fact  that  my 
family  was  from  this  anea    and    it  still  is  home  to  me,  I  would 
probably  stop  going  and  give  into  the  new  tenants,  but  1  feel 
that  would  be  doing  me  and  them  both  an     inoervice.    I  went  my 
ch  i ldren  to  enjoy  the  s  ights  end  oreos  I  have  always 
cherrished.    To  be  able  to  hunt  or  fish  or  simply  enjoy  o 
h  iKe  thru  the  hills  of  BLM  land  In  th  is  3  i  tt  ing  appears  to 
not  be  that  big  of  o  request  that  ALL  should  be  able  to  do 
the  same,  not  just  a  " lucky  few  of  the  landowners  f r  iends". 


thank  you  for  1 ett  i  ng  me  wr  i  te  to  you  and  express  i  ng  my 
iews  of  the  management  of  the  BLM  land. 


S  incerel y. 


a 


Wayne  fowler 
221  Dap 1 ewood 
Pocatel lo.  Idaho 
8320* 
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April  30  1987 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Idaho  falls  District  Office 
Attention   RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
940  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  falls,  Idaho  83401 
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FORT  HALL  INOIAN  RESERVATION 
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Land  Use  Director 

Assistant  Director 

Water  Resources  Engineer 

Secretary 

Planning  Aide 


(206)  238  3824 
(208)  238  3825 
(208)  238-3827 
(208)  238-3823 
(208)  238  3823 


April    28,    1987 
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LAND  USE 

P  0   BOX  306 

FORT  HALL  IDAHO  83203 


Please  enter  this  letter  into  your  file  for  consideration  of 
adopting  the  alternative  "0"  plan  for  the  236,357  acres  of 
land  presently  under  control  of  the  BLM  in  Southern  Idaho. 

I  am  a  native  Idahoian  having  lived  all  but  8  years  in  Idaho. 
During  the  past  fourteen  years,  I  have  seen  the  Quality  of 
the  land  under  BLM  authorization  go  downhill. 

I  have  seen  the  country  padlocked  from  the  public  with 
NO  TRESSPASSING  signs  posted  at  the  gates.    I  hove  seen  roads 
cut,  county  roads  fenced  from  the  publ ic,   the  land  so 
overgrazed  by  cattle  that  they  ere  down  to  eating  sage 
themselves  for  food. 

I  have  seen  the  wildlife  take  a  backseat  to  man's 
"prosper  i ty"  only  to  have  the  land  ruined  for  any  use. 

All  these  incidences  have  happened  in  the  country  from 
Wolverine  Creek  to  Meneasa  Creek  on  the  Blackfoot  River  Road. 
The  old  county  road  going  up  Cedar  Creek  has  been  padlocked 
for  the  past  five  years  while  all  those  friendly  with  the 
" 1 and lord"  have  keys  for  the lr  own  entry  and  use  of  the 
public  land.    I  have  been  ordered  off  this  land  under  threat 
of  Spersonel  physical  abuse  to  my  or  others  in  my  party ' s 
body  if  we  did  not  leave  this"pr  ivate  land"  immediatley. 

We.   in  this  day  and  age,  do  not  need  bullies  leasing  land  to 
pr i  vote  use.    I  can  apprec i  ate  someone  1 eas  i  ng  the  1 and  for 
graz ing  purposes,  but  f ai 1  to  see  in  the  lease  contract  where 
they  con  cut  all  the  firewood  they  can  haul,  shoot  game  and 
birds  out  of  season,  overgraze  and  use  the  land  as  they  see 
fit. 

I  used  to  be  able  to  come  to  the  Idaho  Falls  office  and  ask 
for  someone  to  look,  into  the  incidences  of  locked  gates,  etc. 
In  fact,  the  locks  from  certain  gates  were  even  removed  for 
about  a  year    but  were  again  put  back  on  the  gates  when  it 
appeared  no  one  would  bother  the  "landowners"  again.    I  would 
say  that  the  reports  issued  by  the  person  responsible  for  the 
stewardship  of  this  anGo   of  country  are    completely  false. 
Altho  I  cannot  prove  to  the  contrary,  I  hear  that  the  person 


Mr.  Lloyd  H.  Ferguson 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
940  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls,  Idaho   83401 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson: 

Review  of  the  Pocatello  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environ- 
mental Impact  Statement  has  been  completed.   The  document  in 
general  is  wel 1  done  and  the  preferred  alternative  represents  a 
satisfactory  balance  of  natural  resource  uses.   However  there  are 
several  areas  needing  further  clarification,  and  several  areas 
needing  further  analysis. 


Fol lowing  are  specific  comments 
structive. 


/hich  are  intended  to  be  con- 


P.  15 .   The  Shoshone -Bannock  Tr ibes  support  the  criteria  in  Issue 
19  on  Shoshone- Ban nock  Off-Reservation  Rights  in  which  no  public 
lands  within  ceded  areas  will  be  disposed  of  through  sale. 

P.  17  and  29.   The  statement  that  "BLM  will  manage  cultural 
resources  so  that  representative  samples  of  the  full  array  of 
. . .cultural  values  will  be  maintained..."  is  unacceptable.   As 
pointed  out  on  pages  58,  59  and  60,  numerous  federal  laws  require 
the  protection  of  all  cultural  resources  -  not  merely  represen- 
tat lve  samples. 

P.  18.   The  statement  that  "in  most  cases,  vehicle  access  is  the 
needed  type  of  access"  must  be  carefully  analyzed.   Not  every 
location  should  be  readily  accessible  by  vehicle.   In  many  cases 
opportunities  for  solitude  should  be  provided,  in  others  wildlife 
values  should  be  protected.   In  some  cases  hiking/trail  easements 
would  be  the  access  method  of  choice. 

P.  23.   The  designation  of  the  Upper  Blackfoot  River  and  Morgan's 
Bridge  for  intensive  development  should  be  coordinated  closely 
with  the  Shoshone-Bannock  Tribes  since  the  Blackfoot  River  forms 
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the  Northern  boundary  of  the  Reservation.   Major  tribal  concerns 
not  adequately  addressed  in  this  section  or  in  the  EIS  section 
(P.  4-31)  are: 

Increased  non-Indian  trespass  on  adjacent  or  nearby 
Reservation  land . 

Increased  litter ing,  vandalism  and  poaching  on  adjacent  or 
nearby  Reservation  land. 

Potent lal  decreases  in  water  quality  as  a  result  of 
increased  recreational  use. 

Potential  losses  of  cultural  artifacts  as  a  result  of 
increased  recreational  use. 

The  statement  on  page  23  that  "Protection  of  sensitive  and 
significant  resources  . . .  will  be  ensured,  consistent  with 
federal  and  state  law"  is  very  non-specific  and  does  nothing  to 
address  speci  fie  resource  concerns.   Such  a  statement  is  a 
platitude  and  as  such  is  without  real  value  in  a  resource  manage- 
ment plan .   Issue-specific  concerns  must  be  addressed  -  such  as 
water  quality,  vandalism,  littering,  poaching ,  tramp ling  and 
destruction  of  riparian  vegetation,  etc. 

P.  26,  38,  52,  3-17  and  3-19.   Allowing  over-snow  vehicles  in  big 
game  winter  range  with  restrictions  is  highly  questionable. 
Without  adequate  enforcement,  which  given  the  past  record  is  by 
no  means  assured,  such  restrictions  will  be  meaningless.   As 
stated  on  P.  4-31  there  are  numerous  opportunities  available  for 
over -snow  vehicles  outside  of  closed  areas.   Use  of  these  areas 
should  be  emphasized. 

The  BLM  should  work  closely  with  the  Shoshone- Bannock  Tr  ibes  in 
developing  such  a  SRMA  on  the  Blackfoot  River  to  prevent 
conflicts  and  riparian  area  degradation . 

IS-9.   Table  s.l,  Wildlife  Management  Section  B.  Habitat  Acres. 
It  is  not  clear  how  the  classification  of  "Satisfactory"  or 
"Unsatisfactory"  is  derived  and  why  these  figures  vary  from 
alternative  to  alternative.   Please  clarify. 


upgrading  the  58  miles  of  riparian  areas  in  poor  condition  than 
is  proposed  under  the  preferred  alternative.   Alternative  D  which 
calls  for  improvement  of  34.15  miles  of  riparian  habitat  repre- 
sents a  more  appropriate  approach. 

As  mentioned  on  P.  3-16,  riparian  areas  can  be  improved  by 
improving  1 ivestock  distribution.   Recogniz  ing  that  government 
budgets  have  been  hard  hit  by  the  current  Administration ,  some 
actions  can  still  be  done  with  minimum  cost  such  as  relocating 
salt,  and  prohibit ing  season- long  grazing  on  riparian  areas. 

P.  33  and  P.  34.   A  minor  point:   P.  33  states  .3  mbf  per  year 
allowable  cut  while  P.  34  uses  a  figure  of  .4mbf  approximate 
allowable  cut.   Please  clarify. 

P.  37  states  "seeding  would  be  done  in  areas  where  a  native 
perennial  seed  source  is  not  available".   The  nature  and  type  of 
this  seeding  is  not  mentioned  anywhere  in  the  RMP .   An  adapted 
native  seed  mix  of  grass,  forbs  and  shrubs  should  be  used.   The 
exclusive  use  of  exotics  such  as  crested  wheatgrass  no  longer 
have  a  place  in  balanced  resource  management . 


I  assume  the  correct 


P.  43   "BLM  policy  in  reality  action  will: 
term  is  realty  action. 

P.  45  The  use  of  land  use  permits  under  Sec.  302  of  FLPMA  is  not 
a  suitable  measure  for  resolving  unauthorized  use  problems. 
Unauthorized  uses  are  by  definition  illegal  and  violators  should 
be  punished  in  the  event  of  deliberate  violation.   Such  use 
should  be  curtailed  and  violators  should  not  be  rewarded  with  a 
land  use  permit.   This  appears  to  be  a  stopgap  measure  to  over- 
come a  severe  shortage  of  enforcement .   In  the  event  of 
inadvertent  trespass,  notice  should  be  given  that  possible 
trespass  exists  and  further  clarification  will  be  given  upon 
final  land  use/status  determination. 

IP.  53  In  animal  control  programs  the  Idaho  Fish  &  Game  Dept. 
should  also  be  consulted. 

p.  55  "A  mixture  of  grasses,  f orbes,  and  shrubs  should  be  used  in 
all  range  rehabilitation  or  improvement  projects" .   The  emphasis 
on  these  seed  mixes  should  be  on  adapted  native  species.   Exotics 
should  be  avoided. 


P.  57   One  of  the  most  seriously  neglected  areas  in  the  RMP  is 
the  need  for  enforcement  provisions  and  obtaining  the  necessary 
funding  and  staffing  required  to  carry  out  adequate  enforcement. 
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P.  25,  32,  36,  2-6.  The  sections  on  Lands 
fragmented .  It  appears  that  a  total  of  17 
considered  for  disposal  actions  in  the  pre 
However  it  should  be  clarified  that  only  8 
leave  federal  ownership,  since  8,124  would 
The  other  point  that  is  not  clear  is  the  s 
would  attempt  to  acquire  9,587  acres  of  pr 
acres  of  State  land"  (page  25).  Then  on  p. 
"the  BLM  would  also  attempt  to  acquire  9,6 
land  and  15,720  acres  of  state  land  primar 
There  is  a  discrepancy  between  9,880  and  1 
land  -  please  clarify  whether  the  BLM  des 
15,720  acres  of  State  Land. 


are  very  unclear  and 
, 068  acres  are 
ferred  alternative. 
944  will  actually 
be  exchanged  (p. 25) - 
tatement  that  "the  BLM 
vate  land  and  9,880 
36  it  is  stated  that 
87  acres  of  private 
ily  through  exchange". 
5,720  acres  of  State 
res  to  acquire  9,880  or 


Further  clarification  should  be  given  on  the  acquisition  of  9,587 
acres  of  private  land  and  the  9,880  acres  (or  is  it  15,720 
acres?)  of  state  land.   Where  is  this  land  and  what  are  the  BLM's 
criteria  for  determining  which  land  to  acquire?   What  are  the 
goals  to  be  achieved  by  such  acquisition?   The  environmental 
consequences  sect  ion  does  not  address  the  potential  effects  of 
such  acquisition  on  public  recreation,  wildlife,  range. 

In  general  the  acquisition  of  land  by  the  BLM  is  to  be  commended, 
especially  if  that  acquisition  is  used  to  secure,  protect  and 
manage  critical  wildlife  habitat,  riparian  and  wetlands, 
recreat  ion  and  cultural  resource  areas .   The  Tr  ibes '  would 
certainly  support  and  recommend  such  action.   Further  clari- 
fication on  this  point  should  be  given. 

P. 3-16  states  that  "excessive  1 ivestock  utilization  on  riparian 
areas  has  existed  ever  since  1 ivestock  was  introduced  on  publ ic 
land"  and  that  "129.5  miles  of  riparian  acres  receive  heavy 
1 ivestock  grazing".   Page  3-15  also  states  that  one  of  the 
significant  problems  affecting  range  management  is  livestock 
concentrating  on  riparian  areas.   P.  3-16  states  that  poor 
1 ivestock  distribution  occurs  throughout  the  PR A  due  to  lack  of 
adequate  salt  and  water  distribution,  lack  of  fencing  and  field 
enforcement .   On  page  30  the  management  objective  under  the 
preferred  alternative  for  riparian  and  water  quality  is  to  manage 
20. 15  miles  of  stream  to  improve  riparian  habitat  and  water 
quality.   This  is  inadequate  given  the  fact  that  of  the  129.5 
mi les  of  heavi ly  impacted  riparian  areas,  70.89  miles  of  stream 
are  in  fair,  good  and  excel  lent  condi  tion  (p.  30).   That  leaves 

Ian   apparent  58. 61  miles  in  presumably  poor  condition  ( though  this 
figure  is  apparently  not  ment loned  anywhere  in  the  document ) . 
Riparian  areas  in  good  condition  are  critical  to  wildlife, 
fisheries  and  water  quality.   More  emphasis  should  be  placed  on 


For  example  the  RMP  contains  blithe  statements  that  restrictions 
and  closures  will  be  established  for  specific  roads,  trails  or 
areas  with  problems  (p.  57),  restrictions  on  grazing  (p. 4-33)  to 
protect  ACEC's.   In  another  area  (p. 39)  activity  plans  for  cul- 
tural resources  would  be  designed  to  reduce  vandalism  and  arti- 
fact removal .   These  actions,  of  course,  are  very  desirable; 
however  without  adequate  enforcement  little  will  be  accomplished. 
The  BLM  should  not  develop  programs  such  as  the  Blackfoot  River 
SRMA,  cultural  site  developments  or  riparian  area  improvements 
without  adequate  enforcement  capability.   The  result  of  such 
efforts  will  certainly  look  good  on  paper.   However  what  actually 
happens  in  the  field  could  fall  far  short  of  the  enthusiastic  and 
idealistic  statements  occuring  throughout  this  RMP. 

P.  4-30.   Land  disposal  actions  have  disproportionately  affected 
wildlife.   2,658  acres  of  big  game  winter  range  would  be 
eliminated.   1,570  acres  of  sage  grouse  and  120  acres  of  sharp- 
tailed  grouse  habitat  would  be  eliminated.   This  is  clearly  in 
conflict  with  the  criteria  listed  on  P.  43: 

d.  Nesting/breeding  habitat  for  game  animals 

e.  Key  big  game  seasonal  habitat 

Every  effort  should  be  made  to  retain  wildlife  habitat  in  public 
ownership,  whether  it  be  federal  or  exchange  with  the  state.   It 
is  not  clear  that  the  range  improvement  "would  offset  any  loss 
from  land  disposals  ...".   By  the  BLM's  own  admission  in  the 
last  paragraph  on  p.  4-30  some  of  the  range  program  would  benefit 
and  some  would  be  negative  (loss  of  cover  and  forage)  on 
wildlife.   It  is  very  difficult  to  see  how  the  range  program 
would  entirely  offset  the  loss  of  habitat  through  land  disposal. 

Land  disposal  actions  under  the  preferred  alternative  would 
dispose  of  7.31  miles  of  riparian  habitat,  40  acres  of  marsh- 
wetland  and  3.3  acres  of  Bear  Lake  shoreline.   These  are 
riparian/wetland  areas  are  again  critical  wildlife  areas  and 
should  be  retained  in  public  ownership  to  ensure  the  maximum 
protection  of  those  values. 

In  addition,  the  BLM  is  aware  of  the  Shoshone-Bannock  Tribes' 
treaty  rights  for  grazing,  timber  cutting,  hunting  and  fishing 
within  the  Ceded  Area  (p.  15).   However  the  Tribes  also  have  off- 
Reservation  rights  to  hunt  and  fish  on  unoccupied  federal  land 
guaranteed  under  the  1868  Fort  Bridger  Treaty  which  go  beyond  the 
Ceded  area.   The  BLM  has  a  trust  responsibility  to  insure  the 
continuation  of  federal  ownership  of  lands  that  will  guarantee 
the  opportunity  to  exercise  treaty  hunting  and  fishing  rights. 
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Another  key  item  that  must  be  addressed  in  considering  land 
disposal  comes  from  Section  203  of  FLPMA  which  states: 

3 .  Dispose  1  of  the  land  will  serve  important  publ ic  object ives 
that  can  be  achieved  prudent ly  or  feasibly  only  if  the  land  is 
removed  from  public  ownership ,  and  these  object ives  outweigh 
other  public  objectives  and  values  that  would  be  served  by 
maintaining  the  land  in  Federa 1  ownership. 

It  is  extremely  difficult  to  justify  the  fact  that  public 
objectives  that  could  be  achieved  only  by  disposing  of  these 
riparian,  wetland ,  big  game,  and  sharp  and  sage  grouse  habitats 
can  outweigh  the  public  objectives  that  could  be  acheived  by 
maintaining  those  lands  in  public  ownership.   No  analysis  of  this 
issue  is  provided  in  the  RMP.   This  is  a  critical  issue  and  must 
be  addressed  in  detail . 

It  is  also  possible  that  isolated  BLM  tracts  that  provide  good 
wildlife  food  and  cover  serve  as  habitat  islands.   These  islands 
can  serve  a  valuable  role  in  restocking  adjacent  depleted  lands 
by  acting  as  wildlife  reserves. 


P. 4-30.   "The  range  program 
control  to  increase  lives toe 
one  of  the  major  planning  is 
Wildlife  Habitat.   Remember 
management  is  inconsistent 
can  be  properly  designed  to 
wildlife  by  limiting  opening 
retaining  important  thermal 
with  suitable  adapted  native 
on  how  brush  control  project 
areas  such  as  sage  and  sharp 
as  well  as  big  game  winter 
those  species .   Blaisdell  et 
integrating  wildlife  int 
consulted.   These  efforts  sh 
Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
winter  range  may  have  signif 
necessary  thermal  cover .   Ca 
maximize  the  value  of  the 
improvement  activities  shoul 
habitat . 


is  proposing  11,240  acres  of  brush 
k  forage  production."   Remember  that 

is  Issue  #4  -  Protection  of 
also  that  single  use  resource 
ith  FLPMA.    Brush  control  projects 
accommodate  both  1 ivestock  and 

sizes,  increasing  edge  effect, 
and  hiding  cover  areas,  and  planting 

species.   The  RMP  is  extremely  vague 
s  would  be  designed.   Key  wildlife 
tailed  grouse  leks  and  nesting  areas, 
hould  be  identified  and  managed  for 

al  (1982)  contains  guidelines  for 
nge  programs.   This  should  be 
ould  also  be  coordinated  with  the 

Game.   Brush  control  on  key  big  game 
icant  negative  impacts  by  removing 
reful  planning  must  be  done  to 
nter  range  to  big  game.   Range 
d  be  focused  on  non  critical  wildlife 


rttUVHJ--  tuKntuTffa 

■    Mfiv(Kl987    ' 


-tt+= 


1860  Lincoln  Street,  Suite  404  •  Denver,  Colorado  80295 
303/860-0099 


April    30,    1987 


P.    4-32 .      The   Shoshone   and   Bannock   cultures    have   existed   on    the 
PRA   for    thousands   of    years.      Any   cultural    resource   designations 


Mr.   Lloyd  H.   Ferguson 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
940  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls,    ID  83401 

Dear  Mr.   Ferguson: 

On  behalf  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  011  &  Gas  Association  (RMOGA),  I  am  taking 
this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 
and  proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  for  the  Pocatello  Resource  Area  in 
Idaho.  As  you  are  aware,  RMOGA  is  a  trade  association  comprised  of  hundreds  of 
members  who  account  for  more  than  90%  of  the  oil  and  gas  exploration,  production 
and  transportation  activities  in  the  Rocky  Mountain  West.  Consequently,  we  are 
vitally  interested  in  how  the  BLM  manages  its  lands  in  conjunction  with  these 
uses. 

We  support  the  BLM's  inclusion  of  a  minerals  alternative  in  the  planning 
process  for  the  Pocatello  Resource  Area.  The  inclusion  of  such  an  alternative 
should  al low  members  of  the  energy  industry  and  the  public  to  determine  the 
maximum  avai lable  opportunities  for  exploration  and  development  of  energy  and 
mineral  resources  which  exist  within  the  Resource  Area.  It  should  also  display 
how  these  opportunities  are  limited  by  the  Preferred  Management  Alternative.  In 
any  event,  such  a  comparison  should  be  helpful  In  our  efforts  to  review  the  plan 
and  should  aid  BLM  in  its  efforts  to  make  tradeoff  decisions  during  the  planning 
process.  We  are  concerned,  however,  that  there  are  only  minor  differences 
between  the  Current  Direction,  Preferred,  and  Minerals  Alternatives.  It  would 
seem  to  us  that  the  Minerals  Alternative  should  contain  the  minimum  legal 
standards  for  environmental  protection  as  required  by  law.  Yet  the  Minerals 
Alternative  proposes  3,514  acres  of  discretionary  closures  and  almost  28,000 
acres  if  NSO  stipulations,  as  compared  with  10,514  acres  of  discretionary 
closures  and  30,499  acres  of  NSO  stipulations  in  the  Preferred  Alternative. 
Unfortunately,  we  do  not  believe  that  there  are  any  significant  differences 
between  the  two  alternatives. 

With  regard  to  the  discretionary  closures  and  the  areas  subject  to  NSO 
stipulations,  it  is  unclear  where  or  why  this  proposed  management  1s  being 
applied.      One  part   of   the  plan   indicates   that  ACECs/RNAs  will   be  subject  to  NSO 
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and   management   of    specific   sites    for    their    educational,    recre- 
ational   and    interpretive   values   must    be   closely   coordinated   with 
the   Shoshone-Bannock   Tribes. 

P.    4-34.      The   statement    that    "a    balanced    approach    to   natural 
resource   management   would    reduce   cultural    resource   mitigation 
workloads,    and    should    reduce    inadvertent   cultural    resource 
mitigation   site   damage   and   destruction"    is    vague.       By    "balanced 
approach"    I    must    assume    that   cultural    resources   would    receive 
equal    consideration   with   other    values   such   as    range   and   ORV   use; 
and    that    if   potential   conflicts   are   anticipated    under    a    certain 
use    (i.e.    range    improvement )    that    use   would   be   deferred    to   a   more 
suitable    location. 

IP.    4-34.      Cultural    resource   management    plan   preparation   and 
implementation   should   be   closely   coordinated   with    the    Shoshone- 
Bannock  Tribes. 

Thank    you    for    the   opportunity    to   review   and    comment   on    this   Draft 
RMP. 


Sincerely 


d£z**5z*^ 


Susan   Ball 

Environmental   Coordinator 


April  30,  1987 


Mr.  Lloyd  H.  Ferguson 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
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stipulations  while  another  part  of  the  plan  indicates  that  parts  of  these  areas 
will  be  closed  to  leasing.  We  recommend  that  the  BLM  provide  consistent,  clear 
prescriptions  in  the  plan  regarding  leasing  in  these  areas.  The  justification 
for  these  decisions  should  also  be  included. 

We  believe  public  lands  should  remain  open  to  exploration  and  development 
activities  subject  to  the  minimum  level  of  environmental  protection  required  by 
law.  The  numerous  statutes  and  regulations  which  govern  the  manner  in  which 
energy  activities  may  take  place  afford  more  than  adequate  protection  of 
sensitive  surface  resource  values.  Therefore,  we  see  no  reason  to  arbitrarily 
increase  the  restrictions  which  may  be  applied  to  oil  and  gas  leases  and 
subsequent  operations. 

Despite  the  consideration  energy  and  minerals  have  received  in  the  planning 
process,  we  would  like  to  comment  on  a  perceived  lack  of  certain  essential  plan 
components  which  are  needed  in  order  to  have  a  defensible  document  in  terms  of 
energy  and  mineral  resources  and  related  decisions. 

For  example,  the  planning  document  should  include  a  discussion  of  the  BLM's 
intent  to  use  the  Pocatello  RMP  as  a  basis  for  making  oil  and  gas  leasing 
decisions  and  that  such  decisions  will  not  be  subject  to  additional 
environmental  documentation  or  public  scoping.  We  believe  that  this  discussion 
should  be  included  in  either  the  section  on  purpose  and  need  or  in  Chapter  Two 
which  describes  the  various  management  alternatives  which  were  considered  during 
the  planning  process. 

We  are  concerned  with  the  statement  on  Page  16  of  the  Plan  which  relates  to 
Issue  No.  10,  Mineral  Development.  The  BLM  states,  "Areas  will  be  Identified 
where  there  are  major  conflicts  between  mineral  leasing  and  exploration  and 
other  resources.  Generally,  when  these  conflicts  occur,  an  Environmental 
Assessment  will  be  completed  to  develop  protective  stipulations  (such  as 
seasonal  closures)  or  mitigating  measures  which  would  be  tailored  to  the 
specific  conditions  and  resources  affected."  We  are  unsure  whether  the  BLM 
means  that  an  EA  wi  1 1  be  prepared  only  at  the  dri  1 1  ing  proposal  stage  where 
there  are  major  conflicts  or  whether  an  EA  may  also  be  prepared  before  leasing 
decisions  are  made  in  controversial  areas  or  areas  where  major  conf 1 icts  may 
exist.  While  we  agree  that  additional  environmental  documentation  may  be 
necessary  prior  to  the  approval  of  a  drilling  proposal,  we  believe  that  leasing 
decisions  should  be  made  during  the  land  management  planning  process. 
Consequently,  we  recommend  that  the  statement  cited  above  be  clarified  to 
indicate  that  the  plan  will  serve  as  the  leasing  document  but  that  subsequent 
environmental  analysis  will  be  performed  at  the  drilling  stage. 

This  clarification  is  important  because  it  could  conflict  with  the 
discussion  prepared  for  Issue  No.  11,  Availability  of  Lands  for  Leasing,  which 
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Mr.  Lloyd  H.  Ferguson 
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THE  WILDERNESS  SOCIETY 
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indicates  that  all  lands  and  mineral  estate  with  high  energy  values  wi 11 
continue  to  be  made  available  for  leasing  and  exploration  under  all 
alternatives.  We  strongly  support  leasing  of  all  potential ly  valuable  lands 
with  reasonable  and  justifiable  stipulations  and  constraints.  A  discussion  of 
possible  environmental  impacts  which  could  result  from  the  various  management 
alternatives  and  specific  mitigation  measures  which  may  be  utilized  for  oil  and 
gas  activities  should  be  added  to  Chapter  IV  of  the  DEIS.  These  types  of 
discussions  are  required  in  the  chapter  on  Environmental  Consequences  by  40  CFR 
1502.16,  which  states  that  "...  The  discussion  will  include  the  environmental 
impacts  of  the  alternatives  including  the  proposed  action  .  .  ."  The 
regulations  also  require  in  Section  1502.16(h)  that  the  "means  to  mitigate 
adverse  environmental  impacts"  shall  also  be  included  in  the  discussion.  We  are 
concerned  that  the  BLM  has  not  fully  compl ied  wi  th  these  requirements. 
Therefore,  we  recommend  that  the  chapter  on  Environmental  Consequences  be 
revised  to  address  possible  activities  and  the  available  measures  which  may  be 
used  to  mitigate  any  adverse  impacts.  Specifically,  the  scope  of  Chapter  IV 
should  be  limited  to  the  decisions  being  made  by  the  proposed  action,  that  is, 
oil  and  gas  leasing.  It  should  be  made  clear  that  any  additional  activity 
proposals  would  require  further  environmental  documentation. 

In  order  to  provide  full  disclosure  of  environmental  impacts  as  required  by 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  the  BLM  should  include  a 
discussion  in  the  planning  documents  or  an  appendix  of  the  various  stages  of 
exploration  and  development  of  oil  and  gas,  i.e.,  leasing,  exploration, 
drilling,  production,  and  abandonment  of  the  well  site.  Possible  impacts  which 
could  arise  from  such  activities  should  be  discussed  in  generic  terms  since  it 
is  impossible  for  the  BLM  to  anticipate  the  extent  of  mineral  exploration  and 
development  activity  which  may  occur  in  the  Pocatello  RA.  Nevertheless,  it  is 
important  for  the  BLM  to  indicate  what  those  reasonably  foreseeable  impacts 
could  be  and  to  discuss  the  various  mitigation  measures  which  would  be  utilized 
to  avoid  or  significantly  minimize  them. 

A  Preferred  Alternative  map  displaying  the  various  oil  and  gas  leasing 
categories  should  be  added  to  the  plan.  While  we  realize  that  the  planning 
documents  include  a  map  which  indicates  where  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO) 
stipulations  will  be  applied,  we  believe  it  would  be  beneficial  if  the  BLM  were 
to  illustrate  those  areas  which  are  withdrawn  by  statute  and  by  discretion.  The 
current  map  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  confusing  because  it  indicates  that 
withdrawn  areas  will  be  subject  to  NSO  stipulations.  This  situation  should  be 
clarified  because  it  is  unclear  whether  these  areas  are  wi thdrawn  only  from 
appropriation  under  the  Mining  Laws  or  whether  they  are  withdrawn  from  mineral 
leasing  as  well.  An  additional  recommendation  we  would  like  to  make  is  that  the 
BLM  should  identify  separately  on  the  map  those  areas  which  are  subject  to 
seasonal  constraints  and  which  are  available  with  standard  stipulations.  Such 
information  is  invaluable  to  the  BLM  as  well  as  to  the  public  and  industry. 


Re:   Pocatello  DRMP/DEIS 


May  7,  1987 

Lloyd  Ferguson,  District  Manager 
Idaho  Falls  District,  Idaho  BLM 
940  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls,  Idaho   83401 

Dear  Mr.  Ferguson, 

The  Wilderness  Society  supports  your  recommendation  for 
the  three  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  and  the 
seven  Research  Natural  Ateas.   The  special  management 
prescriptions  will  indeed  help  protect  valuable  resources  if 
the  designations  remain  in  place,  and  your  commitment  to 
their  primary  emphasis  remains  strong.   Departures  from 
special  management  objectives  even  of  major  proportion  do 
occur.   For  example,  the  Egin-Hamer  Road  decision  is 
fundamentally  contrary  to  ACEC  management  objectives  for  elk 
yet  this  development  decision  was  made.   These  special 
designations  are  not  a  satisfactory  substitute  for  wilder- 
ness designation  and  protection. 

We  do  support  the  restoration  direction  within  Alterna- 
tive D.   It  is  in  our  view  the  most  balanced  management 
approach  in  terms  of  stable  economics  and  multiple-use. 

We  do  not  support  the  Preferred  Alternative  8  for  the 
management  plan.   Fundamental  components  of  it  are  inade- 
quate for  making  resource  allocation  decisions.   The  range 
survey  data  used  was  completed  25  years  ago  and  does  not 
provide  a  reliable  picture  of  recent  let  alone  current  range 
condition  or  trend.   The  BLM  is  depending  on  "standard 
operating  procedures  and  best  management  practices. ... (to) 
meet  or  exceed. . .water  quality  standards."   (Page  14).   And, 
economic  impacts  of  non-commodity  uses  are  not  recognized. 
The  following  remarks  address  our  objections  to  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
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While  we  support  the  BLM's  efforts  to  classify  the  RA  in  terms  of  its  energy 
resource  potential  by  obtaining  mineral  data  from  industry,  including  members  of 
RM0GA,  we  d^  not  support  the  use  of  a  dual  rating  system  as  displayed  in 
Appendix  G.  In  our  view,  geologic  potential  can  only  be  estimated  based  upon 
geologic  favorabi lity.  The  "Level  of  Confidence  Scheme"  used  by  the  BLM  relies 
on  available  data  to  support  the  existence  of  mineral  potential.  If  an  area  has 
not  experienced  considerable  exploration  activity,  there  wi  1 1  be  "little 
available  data;  however,  the  lack  of  data  is  not  a  reasonable  indication  that  an 
area  does  not  contain  significant  potential  for  energy  and  mineral  resources. 

Furthermore,  we  believe  the  BLM  should  have  included  an  "unknown"  category. 
An  unknown  potential  category  should  have  been  applied  to  those  areas  where  data 
is  unavailable  or  insufficient  to  make  a  determination  of  potential.  Of  primary 
concern  is  the  likelihood  that  areas  with  unknown  potential  have  been  construed 
as  having  no  or  low  potential.  It  is  entirely  possible  that  after  more 
site-specific  data  is  obtained  the  area  may  be  found  to  have  the  highest 
possible  potential  for  oil  and  gas.  Consequently,  there  is  an  inherent  danger 
in  assigning  an  area  with  unknown  potential  a  rating  of  low  or  no  potent i al 
because  the  planners  could  designate  the  area  to  limited  uses,  when  in  fact  they 
should  leave  the  area  open  to  more  flexible  management  practices. 

In  conclusion,  while  we  support  the  inclusion  of  a  Minerals  Alternative  in 
the  planning  process,  we  cannot  support  it  or  any  of  the  other  management 
alternatives  because  we  do  not  bel ieve  the  planning  documents  conform  to  the 
requirements  established  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  We  strongly 
urge  that  the  BLM  make  the  changes  we  have  recommended  in  our  comments.  These 
changes  will  make  the  RMP  more  balanced  and  defensible  in  terms  of  oil  and  gas 
considerations  and  decisions.  A  defensible  plan  is  increasingly  important  in 
light  of  the  successful  efforts  of  some  members  of  the  public  to  halt  or  delay 
oil  and  gas  activities  on  public  lands. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  EIS  and  RMP  for  the 
Pocatello  Resource  Area.  If  you  have  any  questions  or  would  like  to  discuss  our 
comments  in  greater  detail,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 

Sincerel 


'Alice  Frell  Benite*  i 
Public  Lands  Director 
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ECONOMICS 

Economically  Alt.  B  would  result  in  a  loss  of  2  jobs 
which  translate  into  an  overall  earnings  loss  of  approxi- 
mately $61,000.   Short-term  Alt.  B  would  cost  the  taxpayer 
approximately  $180,000  less  than  Alternative  D.   And, 
finally,  economically  Alternative  B  could  increase  the 
capitalized  value  of  base  ranches  of  those  individual  who 
lease  AUMs  from  the  public  by  at  least  as  much  as  $45,000  and 
possibly  as  much  as  $205,000.   This  increase  is  due  to  the 
additional  numbers  of  AUMs  permitted  on  the  public  range. 
In  contrast.  Alternative  D  would  not  allow  these  additional 
AUMs  and  could  preclude  cattle  access  to  sensitive  riparian 
and  wildlife  areas.   In  the  long-term,  Alternative  D  would 
result  in  protection  of  resources  the  values  of  which  have 
not  be  calculated.   It  is  our  position  that  improving 
approximately  75%  more  miles  of  stream  condition,  protecting 
over  300%  more  acres  of  ashy  soils,  protecting  over  890% 
more  acres  of  sensitive  cultural  areas,  protecting  200  acres 
of  woodland,  gaining  thousands  of  acres  of  satisfactory 
wildlife  winter  range  as  opposed  to  losing  it,  and 
increasing  scenic  and  natural  recreation  opportunities  in 
over  45,000  acres  is  worth  these  costs. 

A  number  of  important  considerations  are  not  addressed 
in  the  economic  analysis  including  the  costs  of  controlling 
noxious  weeds.   The  invasion  of  many  noxious  weeds  is  due 
to  poor  condition  range.   Invasions  would  not  occur  into 
good  condition  native  vegetation.   Likewise,  costs  of 
mitigating  resource  degradation  due  to  grazing  and  wide- 
spread ORV  abuse  would  continue  rather  than  taper  off.   In 
the  long-term  we  think  that  resource  protection  for  this  RA 
will  be  more  economically  advantageous  to  the  region  rather 
than  management  as  proposed  under  Alternative  B. 


WATER  QUALITY 
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sedimentation,    stream  channel   characteristics,    water 
temperature,    vegetation  and   fishery.      The   plan   addresses   the 
adverse    impacts  of    sedimentation  and  pollution   in  the 
Portneuf   River   and  Marsh  Creek  on  water   quality  and   recre- 
ational  use   of    these   two  waterways,      what    is   the  monitoring 
framework   to  assure   that   activities   under   BLM  purview  are 
not  contributing  to  this  degradation?      Finally,   what   are   the 
thresholds    for   altering  activities   as   a   result   of   monitoring 
and  of   mitigation   impacts. 

RIPARIAN    AREAS 

A  good  condition   riparian  area   is  measured,    according 
to  this  document,    by  whether  or   not   it   has   a   stable   stream- 
bank.      Under   Alternative  B  only   20%  of    the   riparian  areas 
would  be  managed   for    improvement.      This   objectives   falls   far 
short   of   the  public   interest. 


the  Planners.  Eligible  river  segments  should  be  classified  and  placed  within 
special  Wild  and  Scenic  Management  Corridors  which  protect  the  segments  up  to 
the  level  of  their  classification,  and  which  reflect  the  specific  protections 
provided   classified   segments   In   the  USDA/USDI   Guidelines, 

Thank   you   for   your  cooperation,   we  would  be   pleased   to  receive  any  comments 
or   questions   you   may   have. 


aincereiy, 

Kevin  Jl/Coyle^ 

Director  of  River  Protection 


OFF-ROAD  VEHICLES 

The  plan  confirms  that  under  Alternative  B  the  resource 
areas  would  continue  to  sustain  degradation  due  to  off-road 
vehicular  use,  and,  consequently,  the  costs  of  mitigating 
that  damage.   Under  Alternative  D  ORV  use  would  continue  on 
over  200,000  acres  in  this  resource  area  alone.   Such  a  huge 
number  of  acres  subject  to  the  negative  impacts  of  ORV  noise 
and  soil  disturbance  is,  in  our  view,  an  adequate  allotment. 

WILDERNESS 


The  proposed  protection  of  only  11,338  acres  of  this 
resource  area  is  shocking.   As  pointed  out  above,  special 
discretionary  management  does  not  provide  adequate 
protection  for  these  natural  public  resources.   We  support 
the  conservationists  wilderness  proposal  for  Hanzel 
Mountain,  South  Samaria,  Deep  Creek  Peaks  and  Petticoat 
Peak. 


In  conclusion,  we  do  not  support  Alternative  B  for  the 
above  reasons.   We  request  that  you  address  our  concerns 
with  a  focus  on  justifying  to  the  public  costs  in  terms  of 
resources  and  dollars  the  management  approach  you  select. 
Finally,  we  would  specifically  like  to  review  your  water 
quality  monitoring  specifications  and  justification  for  such 
a  small  water  quality  and  riparian  area  monitoring  budget. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely, 


Lee son 
^gional  Associate 


May   4,    1987 


American  "'Rivers 
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U  S.  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  10 

1200  SIXTH  AVENUE 
SEATTLE.  WASHINGTON  98101 


APR  3  u  T987 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Idaho  Falls  District   Offioe 
Att.    RHP/EIS  Team  Leader 
940  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls,    ID  83401 


Dear   Pocatello   Area   Planners, 

Thank   you   for  your  quick   response   to  our  request  for  a  copy  of  your  Draft 
Resource  Management   Plan  which  was   included   In  our   letter  of  April   22, 
1987 (addressed   to  Pocatello  Resource  Area  Manager,   250  South  4th  Ave, 
Pocatello,    ID.).      As  outlined   In   that   letter,   American  Rivers   Is   Initiating  a 
review  of  BLM  Draft  RMP's  with   respect   to  their  consideration  of  potential  Wild 
and  Scenic   Rivers  as   required   of  all   federal  agencies  under   the  provisions  of 
the  Wild  and  Scenic   Rivers  Act,    P.L.N.    90-542,    16  O.S.C.   See.    1276(d).     I  am 
enclosing  a  copy  of  that    letter,   which  outlined   the  BLM's   planning 
responsibility  under  the  provisions  of   the  Act  and   outlined   the  procedure  for 
consideration  of  potential  Wild  and  Scenic  River  areas   In   the  planning  process 
as  stipulated   by  the  USDA/DSDI   Interagency  Guidelines  of  September  7,    1982. 

The  Nationwide   Rivers    Inventory    (NRI),    begun   by   the  Department    of   the 
Interior's  Heritage  Conservation  and   Recreation  Service  and  completed   by   the 
National   Park  Service  in   1982,   establishes  a  comprehensive   Initial   listing  of 
rivers  which  are  both   free-flowing  and   exhibit   the  requisite  one  or  more 
outstandingly  remarkable  value.      NRI   rivers  are   thus  presumptively  eligible   for 
further  consideration  as   potential  wild   and   scenic   rivers. 


Lloyd   H.    Ferguson 

District  Manager 

Idaho   Falls   District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

940  Lincoln  Road 

Idaho   Falls,   Idaho  83401 

Dear  Mr.    Ferguson: 

In  accordance  with  our  responsibilities  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act  and  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  we  have  reviewed  the  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  {EIS)  for 
the  Pocatello  Resource  Area  (PRA).  The  PRA  encompasses  264,481  acres  spread 
across  seven  counties   in  Southeastern   Idaho. 

Based  on  our  review  we  have  rated  the  EIS  EC-2  {Environmental    Concerns  - 
Insufficient   Information).     We  have  concerns  on  how  Best  Management   Practices 
(BMPs)  will    be  implemented  and  the  water  quality  and  fisheries  effects   from 
management  practices.     The  enclosed  report  details  our  concerns  and  comments. 

Thank  you   for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this   EIS.     Should  you  have 
any  questions  about  our  comments,   please  contact  Wayne  Elson  at   (206)   442-2463. 

Sincerely, 


The  Blackfoot  River  Is  one  of  the  three  major  rivers  noted  to  be  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  Pocatello  Resource  Management  Area.   A  32  mile  segment  of  the 
Blackfoot,  from  Its  source  to  Its  confluence  with  Blackfoot  Reservoir,  Is 
listed  in  the  NRI  as  exhibiting  outstandingly  remarkable  fish  and  scenic 
values,  which  are  elaborated  upon  in  the  following  way:  "Relatively  low  flow, 
tightly  meandering  river  flowing  in  sparsely  vegetated  area.   Broad  scenic 
valley  provides  expansive  vistas.   Good  fishing  stream — Jointly  designated  by 
OS  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  EPA  and  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  as  a  'highest  - 
valued  Fishery  Resource'  ."  This  entire  32  mile  segment  of  the  Blackfoot  River 
lies  within  the  Pocatello  RMA. 


A 


Robert  S.   Burd 
Director,  Water  Division 


cc:     John  Wolflin,   FWS 

Dave  Hanson,   IDFG 

.  Steve  Bauer,    IHW 


We  request  that   the  Pocatello  Planners   include   in   the  Final   RHP  eligibility 
and  classification  analyses  consistent  with  the  USDA/USDI  Guidelines  for   the 
NRI   listed   segment  of   the  Blackfoot,  as  well  as   for  other  potentially  eligible 
river  segments  which  might   Include   the  remaining  reaches  of  the  Blackfoot 
River,    the  Portneuf  River,   the  Bear  River,   Harsh  Creek,    Pettlooat  Cr.(WSA), 
Worm  Cr.(WSA)   or  any  rivers  deemed   appropriate  In   the   professional  opinion  of 


801  Pennsylvania  AvE.SE 

Suite  JO} 

Washington. DC  2000} 

202-547-6900 
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Page  1 


Page   14 


ENVIRONMENTAL    PROTECTION  AGENCY 

DETAILED  COMMENTS 

POCATELLO  DRAFT  RESOURCE   MANAGEMENT    PLAN 

AND   ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACTS   STATEMENT 


BLM's   preferred  alternative   is  a  combination  of  alternatives 
A  and  8.     Evaluation  of  what   is  actually  being  proposed  becomes 
confusing.      For  example,  what  does  a  combination  alternative  do 
to  expected  water  quality,   riparian  habitat  and   fisheries 
effects?     The   Final    EIS  should  make  a  clear  delineation  of  the 
preferred  alternative  so  that  can  be  easily  compared   to  the 
others. 

The  clear  statement  of  policy  regarding  water  quality  standards 
is  appreciated. 


<V 


m 

May    15,    1987 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Idaho  Falls  District  Office 
940  Lincoln  Road 
Idaho  Falls,  10  63401 

Attention  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 

Dear  Team  Leader: 


m 


600  South  Walnut  •  Bo*  25 
Boise.  Idaho  8J707 
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Page  56  I  The  description  of  the  standard  operating  procedures  are 

32-2I  brief.     The   Final    EIS  should   include  an  expanded  water  quality 
Idiscussion  which  addresses   the   following  questions: 

*  Who   is  responsible  for  selecting  the  appropriate  best 
management  practice   (BMP)    for  a   particular  situation? 

*  Who   is  responsible   for   implementing  a  BMP? 

*  How  are  corrections  made   if  a  BMP  is  not  providing 
the  water  quality  protection  that  was   intended? 

*  What  are  the  detection  methods   for  determining  if  a 
BMP  is  working  as   intended? 

*  What  are  the  detection  methods   for  determining   if  a 
BMP  was   implemented  as   prescribed? 

*  How  will  the  water  quality  standards  compliance 
policy  on  page  14  be  implemented  in  light  of  the 
above  questions? 


Page  65 


Monitoring  and  standard  operating  procedures  need  to  be  more 
closely  linked.  The  monitoring  program  should  clearly  depict 
how  changes  detected  in  the  monitoring  program  will  result  in 
appropriate  changes  in  the  standard  operating  procedure. 


Page  3-22    I  The  fisheries  section  should  be  expanded,  especially  in  context 
32-*.|of  habitat  effects  discussions  in  Chapter  4  {Environmental 
I  Consequences). 


Page  3-22 


This  section  states  that  no  species  of  special  concern  exists 
in  the  PRA,  then  it  lists  cutthroat  trout  as  present.  All 
subspecies  of  cutthroat  trout  are  listed  as  species  of  special 
concern  by  Idaho  Fish  and  Game.  The  effects  of  the  different 
alternatives  to  this  species  should  be  included  in  Chapter  4. 


The  Pocatel  lo  Resource  Area  Draft  Plan  and  EIS  is  technical  I  y  a  good 
document.  We  found  few  errors.  It  Is  well  presented  and  organized,  and 
easl I y  understood. 

We  appreciate  being  Included  In  your  ID  teams  (page  51).  Likewise,  we 
are  pleased  that  you  have  recognized  the  Importance  of  Stump  Creek  to 
elk  by  designating  It  an  ACEC  (page  B-l).  We  are  also  pleased  that  you 
recognize  that  "Ctjhe  major  Impact  on  riparian  habitat  Is 
overut 1 1 Izat Ion  by  livestock."  (page  3-37).  We  are  also  encouraged  by 
your  excellent  treatment  of  "Terrestrial  Wildlife  Habitat"  (page  53). 

The  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  offers  the  following  comments  for 
your  consideration  to  Improve  the  Pocatel lo  Resource  Area  Final  Plan 
and  EIS.  These  comments  are  mostly  of  a  general  nature.  They  are 
broken  down  by  major  topic. 

I.   Riparian 

Our  major  concern  with  management  of  the  Pocatel lo  Resource  Area 
relates  to  r  I  par  Ian  hab  I  tat.  On  page  14,  the  plan  states,  "BLM  must 
also  Insure  the  preservation  and  enhancement  of,  'the  natural  and 
beneficial  values  of  wetland-riparian  areas  which  may  Include 
constraining  or  excluding  these  i_  es  that  cause  significant,  long-term 
ecological  damage,'"  We  agree  that  this  Is  a  laudable  goal.  However, 
we  are  concerned  that  you  will  not  be  able  to  meet  this  goal  because  of 
the  proposals  throughout  your  plan. 

I  We  support  the  concept  (Table  C-l)  of  ranking  riparian  habitats  by 
condition.  However,  the  method  you  used  to  rate  these  habitats  Is  not 
clear.   This  deficiency  must  be  corrected  In  the  final  plan:   I.e.,  the 
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Page  3-36  I  The  definitions   for  poor,    fair,  good  and  excellent  streamside 

32-e  I  riparian  habitat  should  be -explained  clearly  in  this  section, 
lespecially  in   terms  of  anthropogenic  effects. 

Page  3-37  The  soil   and  watershed  management  section  states  that  the  soil 

erosion  rate  average  for  rangeland   is   1.2  tons/acre/year  and 
that  natural    soil   erosion  on  slopes  over   30%  may  be  greater 
than   5  tons/acre/year  where  ground  cover   is  reduced.     This 
difference  needs  to  be  explained.     Removal   of  ground  cover  via 
overgrazing  is  a  man-Niduced   factor  which  would  seem  to 
increase  erosion.      It  would  be  useful    to  compare  the  erosion 
rates  between  rangeland  and  natural   areas  of  equal    slope. 

Page  4-20  The  riparian  and  water  quality  sections  of  Chapter  4  commonly 

make  the  statement  that  a  certain  miles  of  streams  with 
riparian   habitat  would  be  proposed   for  disposal.     This 
terminology  should  be  explained.     Under  no  circumstances  would 
we  consider  riparian  habitat  disposable. 

Page  4-36  The  riparian  and  water  quality  consequences  section   indicates 

that  upstream  private   land  management  has  damaged  riparian 
habitat  quality  on  BLM  land.     This   is   incorrect;  water  quality 
can  be  affected   from  upstream  activities   but  not  riparian 
habitat.     Riparian   habitat  should  not  be  allowed  to  degrade 
because  of  upstream  riparian  conditions. 

Page  C-l  Greater  detail    is  need  to  explain  the  criteria   that  are 

utilized   for  rating  the  streanbanks,  water  quality,  and 
riparian  vegetation.   Has  a   fisheries  habitat  evaluation  been 
completed?     We  would  suggest  using  the  U.S.    Forest  Service, 
Region  4  General    Aquatic  Wlldl ife  System  (GAWS). 

Page  H-6  I  The  monitoring  budget   is   very  low  for  the  142  stream  segments 

32-ii|11sted   *n  APPend1x   c*     We  nave  Provided  water  quality  and 

Iriparian  habitat  monitoring  guidance  to  the  BLM   Idaho  State 
lOffice.     This  should  be   factored   Into  the   Final    EIS  and  RMP. 


procedure  and/or  data  used  to  arrive  at  these  rankings  must  be  spelled 
out.  The  same  Is  true  for  water  quality,  vegetative  trend  and  overall 
stream  ranking.  Our  knowledge  of  on-the-ground  conditions  leads  us  to 
believe  that  your  ratings  are  optimistic  and  may  not  adequately  reflect 
the   status  of   these   riparian   areas. 

We  disagree  with  your  decision  to  allow  riparian  habitat  In  some  stream 
segments  to  decline  further  and  believe  this  decision  violates  the 
statement  quoted  above  from  page  14.  The  rationale  you  provide  (page 
4-36)  for  a  I  lowing  th  Is  to  occur  Is  that  poor  condlt  Ion  Is  I  argel  y  a 
result  of  land  management  practices  on  private  lands  adjacent  to  these 
parcels.  We  disagree  with  this  rationale.  Factors  affecting  riparian 
habitat  on  BLM  land  are  primarily  those  Imposed  upon  the  land  Itself 
and  not  upon  adjacent  lands.  It  Is  our  belief  that  the  primary  factor 
affecting  riparian  habitat  on  BLM  lands  In  the  Pocatel lo  Resource  Area 
Is  grazing  Impacts.  Your  rationale,  while  not  applying  to  riparian 
habitat,  could  logically  be  applied  to  water  quality,  where  factors  on 
adjacent  land  coul d  cl earl y  Inf 1 uence  water  qua! Ity  on  BLM  1  and.  We 
be I  I eve  that  at  a  ml n I mum  your  object  I ve  shou Id  be  to  prevent  any 
further  dec  I Ines  In  r  I  par  Ian  hab I tat.  In  most  cases.  It  woul d  make 
good  management   sense  to    Improve   riparian   areas. 

Riparian    protection    should    be    a    driving    force    on    range    practices     In 

each    allotment.      This    limited    riparian    habitat    Is   essential    to    provide 

lower      stream      temperatures      and      reduce      sediment      recruitment,      fish 

habitat,    brooding   and   nesting   cover    for   birds,    hiding   and   thermal    cover 

for    at  I    mammal s,    and    other    critical    wildlife    hab I  tat    needs.       Rlpar Ian 

habitat     In    your    area    Is    also    a    very    valuable    visual     and    recreational 

I  resource.       We    believe    that    proposing    8    1/4    miles   of    fencing   to   protect 

[riparian     habitats     Is     Inadequate.        We    would     also    argue    that     fencing 

(should    not   be   considered    a    last    resort    In    riparian   management.       In   some 

leases    It  may   be  the  management   technique  of   choice. 

We  note  that  riparian  monitoring  (page  H-6)  will  be  consistent  with  an 
RMP  Water  Qual  Ity/Rlpar Ian  Monitoring  Guidance  Document.  We  have  seen 
a  draft  copy  of  this  document  and  find  that  It  will  not  provide  the 
specific  guidelines  or  recommendations  necessary  on  riparian 
monitoring.  Monitoring  will  be  a  very  critical  part  of  Implementation 
of  your  proposed  plan,  especial  I y  for  protect  Ion  of  r  I  par  I  an  hab I tats. 
We  be  I  I eve  you  must  Incl ude  a  detal led  and  more  ref Ined  mon Itorlng 
proposal    In  the   final    draft. 

Your  proposal  (page  H-6)  to  monitor  riparian  habitats  on  a  3  to  5  year 
Interval      Is     unacceptab le.  If     you     propose     to    use     percent     forage 

ut 1 1 Izat Ion  to  determine  acceptable  use,  then  monitoring  clear! y  must 
be  done  every  year.  The  proposed  al  lotment  of  $1 ,000  per  year  for 
riparian  monitoring  Is  very  Inadequate.  This  Is  especially  true  when 
one  considers  that  It  not  only  Is  to  cover  riparian  monitoring  but  also 
stream  channel    stability  ratings  and  water  quality. 
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I  It  Is  our  belief  from  I Iterature  rev  lew  and  discussions  with  riparian 
experts  that  a  30  percent  utilization  standard  would  be  more 
appropriate  for  key  riparian  plans  than  the  50  percent  you  propose. 
You  need  to  Justify  your  decision  to  use  the  50  percent  utilization 
standard.  Fifty  percent  might  be  acceptable  In  Intensively  managed 
doub  le-rest  rot  at  Ion  graz  Ing  systems.  But,  this  Is  not  the  k  Ind  of 
grazing  system  you  are  proposing.  We  also  note  that  there  are  no 
provisions  In  the  plan  for  moving  livestock  once  50  percent  utilization 
Is  reached.  With  the  minimal  monitoring  you  have  proposed  and  no 
proposal  for  what  to  do  once  utilization  Is  reached,  we  believe  your 
utilization  standards  will  serve  little  purpose  In  actual  on-the-ground 
dec  Is  Ions. 

The  R-1  classification  system  you  propose  to  use  was  designed  primarily 
for  stream  channel  stability  rating,  not  to  rate  riparian  habitat.  A 
much  better  technique  for  addressing  fish  production  needs  would  be  the 
GAWS  Inventory  Method  as  modified  and  used  by  the  Caribou  National 
Forest. 


We  mentioned  above  that  the  economic  values  you  used  are  low  and  could 
cons Iderab I y  change  the  econom Ic  anal ys I s  In  your  plan.  We  are  not 
sure  whether  small  game  hunting  was  Included  In  your  analysis.  Failure 
to  use  a  multiplier  for  nonresident  expenditures  would  also  depress  the 
values  you  present.  We  have  data  on  the  proportion  of  hunters  who  are 
nonresidents.  Lou  Nelson  of  our  Boise  office  (334-2920)  will  be  glad 
to  discuss  these  estimates  with  you  or  provide  you  with  references  end 
publ  Ished  Information. 

As  an  example  of  our  concern  over  your  economic  analysis,  we  would 
submit  the  following  as  our  Impression  after  reviewing  page  2-29.  It 
seems  strange  to  us  that  direct  and  secondary  Income  generated  under 
the  preferred  alternative  Is  higher  than  that  for  the  "max  I  mum 
production"  alternative  and  Is  so  close  to  that  projected  for  the 
"protect  Ion"  alternative.  Th Is  woul d  Ind Icate  that  your  economic 
analysis  Is  either  biased,  not  sensitive,  or  that  the  range  of 
alternatives  Is  narrow. 


Because  riparian  habitat  Is  the  focal  point  of  livestock  activity  and 
the  most  cr  It  leal  hab  I  tat  type  In  your  a  I  lotments,  we  be  I  I  eve  that 
riparian  monitoring  should  clearly  take  precedence  over  rangeland 
monitoring.  We  submit  that  the  condition  of  riparian  habitat  will  be  a 
much  better  measure  of  the  overall  condition  of  allotment  than  will  the 
condition  of  the  upland  rangeland  types. 


1 1 .  Wl Idl Ife 

We  suggest  you  add  a  criterion  on  page  12  that  mandates  special 
treatment  on  critical  habitats  and  riparian  areas.  We  also  recommend 
that  you  recognize  that  ORV,  or  all  veh  Icle  use,  can  reduce  hab  I  tat 
effectiveness  for  wildlife  and  eliminate  security  areas. 

We  are  concerned  about  the  loss  of  upland  habitat  that  your  preferred 
alternative  Indicates.  You  propose  1,730  acres  of  sage  and 
sharp-tal led  grouse  hab I  tat  for  land  d Isposal s,  2,380  acres  of  sage 
grouse  habitat  for  brush  control,  etc.  We  suspect  that  much  of  the 
remaining  8,860  acres  of  brush  control  Is  sharp-tall  habitat,  although 
It  was  not  Identified  as  such. 

I  Before  any  burning  Is  conducted,  base  line  data  are  needed  to  determine 
I  the  presence  of  sharp-tal led  grouse,  espec lal I y  danc Ing  grounds.  On 
I  page  53,  the  sharp-tailed  grouse  should  be  Included  In  the  list  of 
I  IDFG's  Species  of  Special  Concern. 


We  suggest  that  the  criteria 
the  th  Ird  posit  Ion. 


page  11  be  reordered  by  moving  #1  Into 


We  note  that  the  best  alternative  for  range  condition  Is  0.  In  this 
alternative,  you  state  that  "Grazing  Increases  resulting  from  range 
Improvements  would  occur  only  If  long-term  monitoring  Indicates  It  to 
be  prudent."  We  believe  that  this  principle  should  be  applied  to  all 
alternatives,  not  Just  alternative  0.  Why  was  It  not  applied  to  other 
alternat Ives? 

Your  preferred  alternative  proposes  a  decrease  In  the  land  base,  an 
Increase  In  grazing,  and  better  protection  for  the  riparian  habitats. 
We  do  not  be  I  leve  this  Is  posslb  le  considering  our  concerns  over 
Inadequacy  of  monitoring.  Money  and  manpower  Is  not  adequate  to 
provide  the  management  necessary  to  keep  livestock  away  from  the 
riparian  zones,  even  without  an  Increase  In  AUMs.  We  would  also  like 
to  see  a  schedule  In  the  f  Inal  pi  an  for  fund  Ing,  Includ  Ing  expected 
gains  In  AUMs  and  expected  Improvement  In  riparian  habitat. 

To  properly  monitor  all  415  allotments,  manpower  and  money  needs  would 
have  to  expand  considerably  above  what  you  propose.  We  noted  that 
range  condition  was  last  evaluated  In  1977  and  1978,  with  a  follow  up 
ecological  site  Index  on  some  tracts  In  1984.  Any  attempt  to  Improve 
habitat  or  to  Improve  the  situation  will  require  substantially  more 
monitoring  than  this  would  demonstrate.  To  complicate  what  we  see  as  a 
shortage  of  manpower  and  1 1  me  to  do  the  Job  you  have  proposed,  the  p  I  an 
also  calls  for  8  allotment  management  plans  to  be  written  each  year 
over  the  next  15  years.  This  task  alone  would  seem  to  put  such  a 
demand  on  your  time  that  monitoring  will  suffer  even  more. 
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The  future  demand  for  hunt  I ng  Is  not  addressed  In  the  dec  I s I on-mak I ng 
process  (page  3-23).  You  do  not  specify  what  criteria  were  used  to 
determine  whether  a  piece  of  habitat  was  satisfactory  or  unsatisfactory 
for  big  game  or  grouse  (page  5-9) .  Why  was  no  aspen  management 
proposal  Included  In  Alternative  0? 

We  note  several  good  Items  In  your  standard  operating  procedures. 
However,  we  are  concerned  by  a  statement  on  page  52  that  "During  any 
given  year,  the  authorized  officer  may  waive  or  adjust  seasonal 
wildlife  restrictions  If  actual  conditions  warrant."  We  would  like  to 
know  what  criteria  will  be  used  to  decide  when  conditions  warrant  or  If 
criteria  exist.  We  also  believe  strongly  that  other  Interests  should 
be  consulted  before  any  waiver  Is  Issued. 


III.  Fisheries 


VI.   Timber 

I  Our  main  concern  here  Is  that  standard  operating  procedures  need  to  be 
I  dent  I f led  to  gu Ide  harvest.  We  submit  that  these  should  Include, 
although  not  be  restricted  to,  the  following: 

1.  Clearcuts  should  not  exceed  40  acres  In  size. 

2.  Tractor  skidding  should  not  be  allowed  on  slopes  of  greater  than  45 
percent. 


3.  Tractor  skidding  should  not  be  permitted 
crossings  should  occur  only  at  right  angles. 


1  par  I  an  areas  and 


A  snag  retent Ion  pol Icy  (we  suggest  10  snags  per  acre)  should  be 
Inc I uded. 


We  find  the  fisheries  section  of  your  plan  to  be  weaker  than  the 
wl Idl I fe  section.  L Itt le  concern  Is  expressed  throughout  the  plan 
regarding  fisheries  concerns.  Neither  the  fine-spotted  nor  Yellowstone 
cutthroat  trout,  both  species  of  special  concern,  are  mentioned  In  the 
plan.  Nor  was  the  projected  demand  for  fishing  made  a  part  of  the 
decision-making  process  for  choosing  among  alternatives  (page  34). 

You  state  that  "Forage  and  cover  requirements  will  be  Incorporated  Into 
the  allotment  management  plan  and  will  apply  to  specific  areas  of 

I  primary  wildlife  use."  Requirements  for  fish  also  must  be  addressed  In 
these  AMPs. 


Buffer  strips  of  100 
adjacent  clearcuts. 


re  yards  should  be  specified  between 


We  support  your  proposal  of  a  200  foot  buffer  strip  surrounding  all 
wet  areas. 


7.  We  support  your  proposal  of  slash  piles  of  less  than  one  and 
one-half  feet. 


VII.   Alternatives 


We  have  al ready  expressed  our  concerns  about  r  Ipar  Ian  management.  We 
would  reiterate  that  riparian  protection  along  with  erosion  (I.e., 
sedimentation)  Is  a  major  concern  for  fisheries.  The  triggering 
erosion  mechanism  of  5  tons/ acre  which  you  propose  before  control 
measures  are  Implemented  Is  not  acceptable.  We  suggest  that  2 
tons/acre  would  be  much  more  appropriate.  We  base  this  suggestion  on 
the  fact  that  SCS  (1984,  Idaho's  Soil  and  Water:  Condition  and  Trend) 
shows  an  average  erosion  rate  on  pasture  and  rangeland  of  1.2  tons/acre 
per  year.  Al low Ing  2  tons/ acre  per  year  would  be  a  substant lal 
Increase  over  the  average  and  we  believe  this  Is  more  than  generous. 


IV. 


Economic 


Economics  of  wildlife  and  fisheries  does  not  appear  to  be  viewed  In  the 
same  light  as  that  of  range.  E.g.,  the  rationale  under  range  labels 
livestock  grazing  as  ".  .  .an  Important  economic  resource.  .  .  ."  (page 
37)  whereas,  under  wl  Idl I fe,  the  rationale  does  not  men t Ion  economics 
(page  38) . 


Evaluating  the  Preferred  Alternative  Is  somewhat  difficult  because  you 
have  selected  B  for  all  resources  except  range,  where  A  was  selected. 
We  are  not  convinced  that  the  Impacts  of  this  combined  alternative  can 
be  clearly  understood. 

There  are  tew  differences  among  the  alternatives  In  the  range  section. 
You  present  a  current  condition,  then  Increases  of  19  percent 
(protection) ,  30  percent  (preferred  and  mineral ) ,  and  35  percent 
(maximum) .  S I  nee  you  do  not  Indicate  general  I y  excel  lent  range 
condition,  we  believe  a  more  appropriate  range  of  alternatives  would  be 
-25  percent,  -10  percent,  status  quo,  +10  percent,  and  +25  percent. 
This  would  allow  a  true  evaluation  of  what  could  be  gained,  not  only  by 
Increasing  livestock  production,  but  also  by  decreasing  It. 

Your  pi  an  obv lousl y  I acks  a  recreation  alternat I ve.  Using  your  own 
f Igures,  big  game  hunt Ing,  f Ish Ing,  and  ml  see  1 1 aneous  recreat Ion 
contributed  1.6  million  dollars  to  the  local  economy.  This  Is  slightly 
more  than  grazing.  Was  small  game  hunting  Included  In  these 
estimates?  If  not,  the  value  of  recreation  would  be  even  higher.  As 
explained  under  "Economics,"  you  Included  on  I y  direct  expend Itures  and 
not  all  the  Indirect  expend  Itures  for  equ  Ipment,  etc.  We  will  not 
belabor  the  point,  but  would  simply  summarize  by  saying  that  recreation 
Is  an  Important  resource  that  you  have  not  given  adequate  attention  to. 
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It  Is  not  clear  how  you  selected  the  preferred  alternative.  We  believe 
you  shou Id  clearl y  state,  for  the  benef It  of  rev  I  ewers  and  your 
clients,  exactly  how  the  selection  was  made. 


VIII. 


Land  Exchanges 


It  appears  that  the  only  consideration  In  deciding  which  parcels  to 
offer  for  sale  or  exchange  was  whether  the  tracts  were  I  so  I  ated  or 
not.  Although  we  recognize  the  difficulty  of  managing  Isolated  parcels 
of  I  and,  we  be  I  I  eve  that  there  are  more  Important  cons  (derations  to 
whether  or  not  land  should  remain  In  public  ownership.  There  are  other 
alternatives  for  managing  these  lands.  We  are  not  opposed  to  the  Idea 
of  land  trades,  sale  or  exchange  per  say,  but  rather  object  to  your 
apparent  method  of  deciding  which  parcels  to  dispose  of. 

AM  alternatives  you  propose  offer  parcels  of  big  game  winter  range. 
Important  sharp-tailed  grouse  habitat,  and  riparian  areas  for 
disposal.  This  contradicts  your  statement  that  you  plan  to 
".  .  .retain  tracts  that  have  high  wildlife.  .  .values."  (page  36). 
We  feel  It  Is  your  responsibility  to  maintain  these  Important  habitats 
for  their  values  to  the  fish  and  wildlife  resource.  Your  charge  for 
management,  under  Federal  requirements,  provides  better  assurance  of 
appropr  late  management  for  these  wildlife  habitats  than  would 
management  either  by  the  state  or  pr Ivate  Interest.  We  urge  you  to 
reconsider  the  criteria  you  have  used  to  select  lands  for  disposal. 


IX. 


Ml  see  I  I aneous 


We  be  I  I eve  that  mu It Iple  resource  use  object  Ives  shou I d  be  developed 
for  all  lands,  not  Just  lands  In  the  "Improved"  category.  In 
particular,  they  should  be  developed  for  lands  In  the  "maintain" 
category. 

We  would  encourage  the  BLM  to  develop  a  Joint  travel  management  map 
with  the  Caribou  National  Forest.  We  would  also  encourage  the  BLM  to 
actively  pursue  an  access  acquisition  program  to  provide  recreational 
access  to  currently  Isolated  portions  of  BLM  land. 

The  amount  of  change  necessary  to  warrant  a  dec  Is  Ion  change  (Append  I x 
H)  Is  excessive  In  several  cases. 


X.   Summary 

In  summary,  we  find  the  document  to  be  generally  good.  Our  main 
concerns  relate  to  Inadequate  treatment  and  protection  for  riparian 
areas.  Inadequate  mon Itorlng,  super f Iclal  treatment  of  f  Isher les 
Issues,  and  an  Inadequate  range  of  alternatives. 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
May  15,  1987 
Page  8 


We  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  plan.  If  we  can 
assist  you  In  any  way  In  Improving  the  final  version,  please  let  us 
know. 


S  Incerel y. 


Jerry  M.   Con  I ey 
Director 


cc:     Lou  Nel son 

IDFG    Region    5 
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LETTER  RESPONSES 


1-1       We  have  reviewed  the  Cottonwood  Block  and  have  found  that  the 
exchange,  as  now  proposed,  would  not  meet  the  public  interest 
criteria  established  by  Section  206  of  FLPMA.   We  have  therefore  not 
changed  the  preferred  alternative  which  identifies  the  lands  for 
retention. 

We  will  continue  to  discuss  and  cooperate  with  you  on  possible 
exchanges.   If,  at  some  time  in  the  future,  the  public  interest 
criteria  of  FLPMA  can  be  met,  we  will  consider  amending  the  plan 
which  will  include  full  public  participation. 

2-1       The  lands  you  refer  to  in  your  comment  letter  (Cottonwood  Block) 

have  not  been  identified  for  disposal  in  the  preferred  Alternative 
(Alternative  B) . 

3-1       Signs  would  be  posted  at  Formation  Springs  to  help  enforce  the  ORV 
closure  for  the  area.   The  Idaho  Falls  District  Office  is  also  in 
the  process  of  hiring  a  fulltime  BLM  Ranger  to  help  enforce  public 
land  designation.   Interpretive  signs  will  be  considered  as  time  and 
money  become  available. 

6-1       This  information  is  found  elsewhere  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  document. 
Please  refer  to  Table  4.1,  page  4-4.   Mineral  potential  (low, 
moderate,  high)  is  tabulated  for  each  of  the  mineral  types. 

6-2       This  has  already  been  done  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  document.   In  Part 
II,  Chapter  4,  the  minerals  alternatives  (A,  B,  C,  D,  and  E)  are 
given  in  both  acreage  and  percent.   Also,  Table  4.1  compares  mineral 
potential  to  mineral  availability. 

8-1       The  Pocatello  RMP/EIS  document  will  be  used  as  a  basis  for  making 
oil  and  gas  leasing  decisions.   Leasing  decisions  will  not  be 
subject  to  additional  environmental  documentation  or  public 
scoping.   Post-lease  development  proposals  will  be  subject  to 
additional  NEPA  documentation. 

8-2       Areas  have  been  identified  where  there  are  conflicts  between  mineral 
development  and  other  resources.   The  RMP/EIS  will  be  used  in  making 
fluid  leasable  decisions.   Additional  environmental  documentation 
will  be  done  prior  to  actual  approval  of  a  drilling  proposal. 

8-3       The  RMP/EIS  document  deals  primarily  with  availability  of  lands  for 
mineral  exploration,  leasing,  and  development.   It  does  not  focus  on 
site  specific  projects,  or  impacts  of  these  projects.   Mitigating 
measures  (NSO,  Cultural  Clearances,  etc.)  are  discussed  in  the  Draft 
document  and  will  be  brought  forward  on  site  specific  projects. 

8-4  A  discussion  of  oil  and  gas  exploration,  leasing,  production,  and 
abandonment  stages  has  been  added  to  Appendix  G  (see  back  of  this 
document  for  Appendix  G). 

8-5       Please  refer  to  Maps  B3  and  B4  at  the  back  of  this  document. 
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8-6       Please  refer  to  Maps  B3  and  B4  at  the  back  of  this  document. 

8-7       The  low  potential  areas  shown  on  Map  10,  page  3-6  of  the  Draft 

RMP/EIS,  are  areas  with  few  geological  characteristics  for  oil  and 
gas  potential.   These  areas  were  rated  by  industry  as  unknown 
potential.   We  agree  that  these  low  or  unknown  potential  areas  may 
be  found  to  have  the  highest  potential  as  exploration  continues. 
However,  these  classifications  will  not  affect  the  availability  of 
these  lands  for  fluid  minerals  leasing.   Classifications  are  only 
used  to  try  and  show  reasonable  impacts. 

9-1       You  are  correct  in  that  your  allotment  does  not  drain  into  the 

Downey  watershed  but,  according  to  the  legal  description  attached  to 
the  Downey  watershed  withdrawal  (Executive  Order  dated  December  29, 
1919),  a  portion  of  your  allotment  is  included  in  the  description. 
The  reason  your  allotment  was  given  an  "I",  or  improved,  category 
designation  was  due  to  the  proximity  to  the  drainage.   Cattle  may 
move  into  the  drainage  area  impacting  the  springs  associated  with 
the  watershed.   Allotments  identified  as  "I"  are  scheduled  to 
receive  funding  so  improvements  can  be  made  to  alleviate  any 
possible  impacts  that  could  occur  to  the  watershed. 

12-1      The  Bureau  in  Idaho  has  not  designated  utility  corridors  since  1981 
in  Land  Use  plans,  primarily  because  we  found  it  impossible  to 
coordinate  all  government  agencies  and  utilities  both  within  the 
State  and  adjoining  states  in  a  timely  fashion.   We  are  considering 
doing  a  statewide  corridor  plan  in  the  near  future. 

12-2      We  feel  they  are  adequately  covered  in  the  Draft  document.   Please 
refer  to  pages  23  and  45.   Map  B2,  at  the  back  of  this  document, 
also  illustrates  these  areas. 

12-3      The  geothermal  sites  identified  in  BPA's  1985  Resource 

Assessment/EIS  were  covered  on  page  3-7  (Part  II,  Chap.  3).   For 
example,  the  Blackfoot  Lava  Field  is  referred  to  as  the  Soda 
Springs/Blackf oot  Reservoir  Area  and  the  four  sites  in  Franklin 
County  are  referred  to  as  the  Preston/Cleveland  Area.   The  statement 
is  also  made  in  the  RMP/EIS  that  geothermal  exploration  wells  were 
recently  drilled  in  these  two  areas.   No  conflicts  were  identified 
between  geothermal  exploration  or  development  and  proposed  land  use 
restrictions. 

19-1      See  response  to  8-4.   An  outline  showing  the  various  stages  of  oil 
and  gas  exploration,  leasing,  production  and  abandonment  has  been 
added  to  Appendix  G. 

19-2      See  response  to  8-1  and  8-2.   The  conflicts  affecting  mineral 

leasing  have  been  identified  and  are  discussed  in  this  Draft  RMP/EIS 
document. 

19-3      We  agree,  areas  listed  as  closed  to  fluid  mineral  leasing  do  not 
need  NSO  stipulations.   This  has  been  corrected  and  a  new  map 
prepared.   Please  refer  to  Maps  B3  and  B4 . 

19-4      Refer  to  responses  8-5  and  8-6. 
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19-5      Refer  to  response  8-7. 

21-1      Your  statement  "neither  man  nor  his  environment  are  static  entities" 
is  very  true.   The  validity  of  any  planning  document  lies  in  its 
ability  to  incorporate  new  information.   We  believe  through 
monitoring  and  plan  maintenance  we  will  be  able  to  achieve  this  goal. 

21-2      As  identified  on  page  61  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  we  also  see  the  need 
for  a  continued  program  in  cadastral  survey.   Survey  requirements 
and  priorities  are  determined  on  a  yearly  basis  as  part  of  the 
annual  work  planning  process  (budget  needs).   If  you  have  identified 
areas  needing  survey,  please  let  the  Pocatello  Resource  Area  office 
know;  this  will  help  us  prioritize  surveys  in  the  future. 

23-1      Recharge  to  the  ground  water  flow  system  feeding  Formation  Springs 
is  believed  to  occur  primarily  in  the  interior  valleys  between  the 
Aspen  Range  and  the  Webster  Range  (Ralston,  August  1984).   The  340 
acres  managed  by  the  BLM  lying  east  of  Formation  Springs  is  not  a 
recharge  area  for  the  Springs.   The  only  concern  associated  with  the 
340  acre  parcel  is  possible  surface  water  contamination  that  may 
enter  the  creek  downstream  from  the  Springs  (point  of  diversion  for 
city  water  supply).   Some  grazing  occurs  on  this  340  acres  at 
present,  but  these  grazed  acres  do  not  drain  into  Formation 
Springs.   The  grazing  that  does  occur  on  the  340  acres  (BLM)  is 
approximately  1/4  of  a  mile  from  the  Spring  and  Creek. 

Mineral  potential  for  the  340  acres  is  low  to  nonexistent  and,  as  a 
result,  no  mineral  activity  is  expected  to  occur  on  the  340  acre 
parcel  in  the  future. 

As  a  result  of  the  above  described  information,  the  BLM  feels  that  a 
special  designation  for  the  340  acres  is  not  warranted.   We  do,  on 
the  other  hand,  feel  it  necessary  to  work  closely  with  the  City  of 
Soda  Springs  and  other  interested  parties  on  any  future  ground 
disturbing  activity  associated  with  the  340  acre  parcel,  if  and  when 
such  activity  is  presented. 

If  at  any  time  in  the  future  an  activity  or  development  is 
proposed  on  the  BLM  administered  340  acre  parcel  east  of 
Formation  Springs,  the  BLM  will  coordinate  the  analysis  of  the 
proposal  with  the  City  of  Soda  Springs. 

23-2      All  public  lands  which  fall  within  the  critical  habitat  designation 
(May  15,  1978)  are  treated  as  such  and  are  managed  so  their  use  is 
not  detrimental  to  cranes.   Lands  outside  the  designated  area  are 
managed  for  multiple  use  with  consideration  for  cranes  in  mind. 
Please  refer  to  pages  3-21  and  3-22  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

24-1      Refer  to  response  23-1. 

25-1      Our  intention  is  to  obtain  legal  access  to  the  Moonlight  Mountain 

area.   The  BLM  will  maintain  the  existing  road  in  its  primitive 

condition  with  an  ORV  designation  of,  "Open  to  wheeled  vehicles  in 

the  summer  months,  closed  in  the  winter  months  including 
snowmobiles" . 
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26-1      Map  16  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  shows  that  we  propose  to  limit  ORV  and 
snowmobile  use  in  areas  you  described  in  your  comment  letter. 

28-1      The  statement  "BLM  will  manage  cultural  resources  so  that 
representative  samples  of  the  full  array  of  scientific  and 
socio-cultural  values  are  maintained"  should  not  be  viewed  as 
contradictory,  or  as  an  abdication  of  BLM's  cultural  resource 
management  responsibilities.   It  is,  instead,  a  commitment  to 
cultural  resource  protection.   The  concept  of  preserving  a 
representative  sample  of  scientific  and  socio-cultural  values 
recognizes  the  reality  that  it  may  not  be  possible  to  preserve  every 
cultural  resource  site  or  locality  in  its  original  form  or  setting. 
Site  elements  will  be  lost  through  natural  deterioration,  and 
through  vandalism.   It  may  also  be  necessary,  due  to  inevitable 
natural  resource  use  conflicts  and  pressures,  some  sites  will 
require  removal  by  salvage  excavation  or  dismantling  (structures  and 
buildings)  from  public  lands.   BLM  will  continue  to  stress 
protection  and  management  of  cultural  resources. 

28-2      During  the  writing  of  the  draft  plan,  a  scoping  session  with  all 

resource  area  staff,  was  held  to  determine  legal  and  physical  access 
needs.   Impacts  to  all  resources  was  discussed  as  well  as  type  of 
access  needed,  i.e.  vehicle,  foot,  etc.   All  but  one  of  the  needed 
accesses  uses  existing  roads  or  vehicle  trails.   The  Blackfoot  River 
Narrows  is  the  one  exception.   Refer  to  revised  Table  4  for  more 
information  and  clarification. 

28-3      Before  any  action  is  taken  to  develop  these  two  recreation  sites,  a 
site-specific  environmental  analysis  will  be  prepared.   The  analysis 
would  be  coordinated  with  the  Shoshone-Bannock  Tribe  to  assure  that 
all  the  concerns  presented  are  covered  sufficiently. 

28-4      Resource  Management  Plans  were  not  designed  to  cover  all  site 

specific  impacts  generated  as  a  result  of  a  decision.   For  example: 
the  RMP  presents  a  decision  to  develop  a  campground.   The  EIS 
portion  of  the  document  covers  the  effects  of  developing  this 
campground  in  general  terms,  highlighting  the  overall  impacts. 
After  the  RMP/EIS  is  approved  and  before  any  ground  disturbing 
activities  start,  an  environmental  analysis  (EA)  would  be 
developed.   This  EA  would  be  a  site-specific  document  covering 
exactly  what  would  occur  to  the  surrounding  environment  if  the 
campground  was  built.   This  level  of  detail  is  not  necessary  or 
desired  for  Resource  Management  Plans. 

28-5      While  we  can  agree  with  your  first  two  sentences,  the  Idaho  Falls 
District  is  in  the  process  of  hiring  a  fulltime  enforcement 
officer.   Currently,  there  are  no  restrictions  on  snowmobiles  on 
most  winter  ranges.   Given  past  complaints  and  closure  requests  by 
the  public,  we  feel  that  what  we  have  proposed  is  reasonable  to 
protect  the  resource. 

28-6      Satisfactory  and  unsatisfactory  classifications  resulted  from  the 
ecological  condition  inventories  conducted  from  1984  to  1985. 
Generally,  those  areas  in  excellent  or  good  condition  were 
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satisfactory  and  those  in  fair  or  poor  condition  were 
unsatisfactory.   These  classifications  varried  by  alternative 
depending  on  the  amount  of  wildlife  habitat  affected. 

28-7      On  page  25  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  17,068  acres  were  identified  as  the 
total  acres  of  public  land  that  may  leave  public  ownership  through 
either  sale,  exchange  or  R&PP.   In  an  exchange,  tracts  identified 
for  disposal  will  leave  public  ownership,  but  we  would  obtain  other 
land  in  exchange. 

The  acreage  figure  identified  for  State  exchange  on  page  36  of  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS  (15,720)  should  be  changed  to  9,880  acres. 

Acquisition  of  private  and  State  lands  as  a  result  of  exchanges 
would  be  done  to  support  wildlife,  recreation,  and  other  resource 
programs.   We  do  not  know  what  lands  will  be  offered  for  exchange 
until  a  proposal  is  presented.   When  a  proposal  is  presented,  we 
will  prepare  an  Environmental  Analysis  and  an  appraisal.   Please 
refer  to  page  44  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  for  a  description  of  the 
exchange  criteria. 

28-8      The  statement  on  page  3-16,  second  paragraph  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS, 
is  incorrect. 

"A  total  of  97.44  miles,  or  75  percent,  of  the  riparian  habitat  in 
the  PRA  was  inventoried  in  this  planning  effort".   "of  the 
streamside  riparian  habitat  inventoried,  1.15  miles,  or  1  percent, 
are  in  excellent  condition,  55.30  miles,  or  57  percent,  are  in  good 
condition,  34.74  miles,  or  36  percent  are  in  fair  condition  and  6.25 
miles,  or  6  percent,  is  in  poor  condition.   A  total  of  34.15  miles 
of  the  riparian  habitat  inventoried,  or  35  percent,  has  the 
potential  to  be  improved  through  BLM  management  actions.   Other 
riparian  habitat  is  either  in  good  condition  with  no  change  in 
management  required  or  is  affected  by  land  practices  upstream  over 
which  the  BLM  has  no  control". 

Four  allotments,  identified  for  more  intensive  management  in  the 
Draft  document,  were  missed  when  the  riparian  calculations  were 
done.   As  a  result  of  incorporating  these  four  additional 
allotments,  the  miles  of  stream,  which  would  deteriorate  in 
condition,  reduced  to  1.40  miles  and  miles  of  stream  that  would  be 
managed  to  improve  riparian  habitat  increased  to  22.70  miles.   A 
total  of  70.89  miles  of  riparian  habitat  would  be  managed  to 
maintain  their  existing  riparian  values.   These  additions  are  0.25 
miles  of  Turner  Canal  in  allotment  #4117,  a  tributary  to  Crow  Creek 
that  is  0.30  miles  in  length  in  allotment  #4269,  0.80  miles  of  Jones 
Creek  in  allotment  #4423  and  1.20  miles  of  Wolverine  Creek  in 
allotment  #4094.   This  will  require  an  additional  1.50  miles  of 
fencing  and  would  mean  BLM  is  going  to  improve  66  percent  of  the 
riparian  habitat  with  potential  to  be  improved  through  BLM 
management  actions. 

Approximately  19.37  miles  of  fishery  streams,  or  37  percent  of 
fishery  streams  inventoried,  would  be  expected  to  improve;  0.25 
miles  would  continue  to  deteriorate  and  32.97  miles  would  remain 
unchanged. 
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We  feel  that  improving  66  percent  of  the  riparian  habitat 
inventoried  with  potential  to  be  improved  through  management  actions 
represents  an  ambitious,  but  still  realistic,  goal  considering 
current  funding  available  to  carry  out  these  projects. 

28-9      The  Resource  Area's  allowable  cut  will  average  around  0.3  million 
board  feet  per  year.   The  figure  of  0.4  million  on  page  34  was  a 
misprint. 

28-10     In  the  draft  document  on  page  37,  the  2nd  paragraph  under  Range 

Management,  we  made  the  following  statement:   Seedings  would  be  done 
in  areas  where  a  native  perennial  seed  source  is  not  available. 

You  indicated  in  your  letter  that  an  adapted  native  seed  mix  of 
grass,  forbs  and  shrubs  should  be  used  and  that  the  use  of  exotics 
such  as  crested  wheatgrass  no  longer  have  a  place  in  balanced 
resource  management. 

Prior  to  seeding  any  area,  the  project  would  be  staffed  out.   This 
would  involve  an  environmental  analysis.   A  suggested  seed  mixture 
would  be  recommended.   Every  effort  would  be  made  to  seed  areas  to 
native  seed  mixtures;  however,  in  some  instances  the  seed  is  simply 
not  available  or  is  far  too  costly.   In  these  cases  management  must 
make  the  decision  whether  to  use  crested  wheatgrass  or  a  strain  of 
crested  wheatgrass  or  maybe  another  exotic.   We  do  not  foresee  areas 
where  the  exclusive  use  of  crested  would  be  used  but  it  could  be  a 
component  of  the  seed  mixture. 

28-11     On  page  45  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  Land  Use  Authorization,  the  key 
word  here  is  "interim"  management  measure.   When  an  unauthorized 
agricultural  use  case  is  resolved  in  the  spring  and  damages  paid,  we 
will  authorize  the  use  for  the  growing  season  and  require  reseeding 
(restoration)  in  the  fall  after  harvest.   Also,  if  the  tract  is 
identified  for  disposal,  we  will  use  the  land  use  permit  as 
"interim"  use  until  the  disposal  action  is  completed.   At  this  time, 
there  are  only  181  acres  of  agricultural  land  under  land  use  permit, 
with  25  of  the  181  acres  being  restored  this  fall  (1987). 

28-12     While  it  was  not  stated  on  page  53,  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game 

Department  is  consulted  on  animal  control  programs  and  is  part  of  an 
annual  four  agency  coordination  meeting. 

28-13     Refer  to  response  28-10. 

28-14     Your  concern,  as  stated,  is  a  very  real  one.   As  you  know,  it  is 
always  difficult  to  enforce  the  designations  and/or  restrictions 
attached  to  large  or  dispersed  geographical  areas.   We  feel  we  are 
going  to  alleviate  the  majority  of  this  concern  by  hiring  a  f ulltime 
BLM  Ranger  to  handle  law  enforcement  problems  on  public  lands  within 
the  Idaho  Falls  District. 

28-15     While  the  Criteria  listed  on  page  43  are  the  values  to  be 

"considered" ,  it  is  our  opinion  they  do  not  necessarily  prohibit 
exchanges  or  sales  from  occurring.   Section  206  of  FLPMA  requires 
that  exchanges  be  in  the  public's  interest. 
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28-16     Most  of  the  areas  you  referred  to  on  page  4-36  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
would  be  disposed  of  through  exchange  where  we  receive  lands  that 
are  equal  or  greater  in  value.   Each  case  is  evaluated  individually 
through  an  EA/Land  Report. 

28-17     "Access  would  be  a  key  consideration  in  all  land  transfers.   Parcels 
essential  to  assure  public  access  to  BLM  administered  public  lands 
would  be  retained"  (refer  to  page  36,  Draft  RMP/EIS).   Parcels 
without  legal  access  become  inaccessable  for  public  or  Tribe  uses. 
The  majority  of  the  parcels  identified  for  disposal  do  not  have 
legal  access.   Disposals  through  exchange  may  provide  benefits  to 
the  off-Reservation  rights. 

28-18     On  pages  44  and  45  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  under  Sales  it  states: 
"Public  land  to  be  sold  must  meet  one  or  more  of  the  following 
criteria  derived  from  Section  203(a)  of  FLPMA" .   Your  comment  only 
covered  one  of  the  3  criteria  listed. 

28-19     We  agree  and  this  is  SOP,  see  page  51  and  53  of  the  Pocatello 
RMP/EIS  Draft  document. 

28-20     There  is  a  need  to  explain  what  is  meant  by  "a  balanced  approach  to 
natural  resource  management....".   The  reviewer  has  correctly 
assumed  that  a  balanced  approach  to  natural  resource  management 
would  be  one  that  gave  cultural  resources  the  same  consideration  as 
other  public  land  resource  values  (i.e.  range,  ORV  use,  wildlife). 

Potential  conflicts  would  be  resolved  by  moving  the  impacting  agent, 
or  use  (i.e.  timber  sale,  range  improvement)  to  another,  less 
sensitive  location. 

28-21     BLM  Manual  Section  H-3131-1  outlines  the  standard  steps  and 

procedures  of  cultural  resource  management  plan  preparation.   It 
stipulates  that  early  in  the  CRMP  process,  individuals  and  groups 
should  be  identified  who  should  be  consulted  and/or  involved  in  the 
plan's  preparation,  input,  review,  and  approval.   In  the  preparation 
of  any  Pocatello  RMP/EIS  derived  cultural  resource  management  plan, 
the  Shoshone-Bannock  tribes  would  be  included  on  the  list  of 
individuals  and  groups  requiring  close  contact  and  coordination. 

29-1      The  Draft  RMP/EIS  document  proposes  that  only  minimum  legal 

standards,  that  is  standard  stipulations,  be  applied  to  fluid 
leasing  under  Alternatives  C  and  E.   The  minerals  alternative, 
Alternate  E,  does  not  propose  the  addition  of  3514  acres  of 
discretionary  closures  but  actually  opens  7000  acres  of  the 
protective  buffer  zone  at  Grays  Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge  to 
leasing  with  NSO  stipulations.   Only  4000  acres  of  the  7000  acres 
would  have  NSO  stipulations  attached.   The  914  acre  Fawn  Mountain 
State  Park  remains  closed  to  leasing. 

The  alternatives  do  not  vary  in  acres  significantly  since  there  are 
few  proposed  discretionary  closures;  however,  other  restrictions 
vary  considerably  by  alternatives.   Alternative  E  does  permit 
industry  to  determine  maximum  available  opportunities  for  leasing 
and  development. 
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29-2      Refer  to  responses  8-5  and  8-6.   Under  Alternative  B  (preferred 

alternative),  ACECs  and  RNAs  are  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  with 
NSO  stipulations,  but  are  closed  to  phosphate  leasing. 

29-3  Refer  to  response  8-2. 

29-4  Refer  to  response  8-2. 

29-5  Refer  to  response  8-3. 

29-6  Refer  to  response  8-4. 

29-7  Refer  to  responses  8-5  and  8-6. 

29-8  and 

29-9      Refer  to  response  8-7. 

30-1      Please  refer  to  page  A-6  in  the  Appendix  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

During  the  1984  and  1985  field  season,  a  vegetative  inventory  was 
conducted.   The  inventory  gathered  information  on  range  site 
classifications,  present  vegetation,  ecological  condition,  and 
apparent  trend.   It  was  our  best  effort  and,  in  our  opinion,  this 
inventory  does  provide  a  reliable  picture  of  current  range  condition 
and  trend. 

30-2      The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  tries  to  maintain  water  quality  so  as 
not  to  impact  beneficial  uses  of  water  such  as  fisheries,  drinking 
water  and  recreation.   This  is  done  through  the  use  of  standard 
operating  procedures  and  best  management  practices.   Water  quality 
monitoring  will  be  conducted  to  check  compliance  and  effectiveness 
of  these  practices  and  procedures  and  they  will  be  refined  and 
modified  to  assure  their  effectiveness. 

The  scattered  land  pattern  of  the  Pocatello  Resource  Area  makes  it 
difficult  if  not  impossible  to  compare  water  quality  measurements  to 
the  effects  of  land  management  activities  on  public  lands.   The 
current  budget  of  the  soil,  water  and  air  subactivity  does  not  allow 
for  a  greater  expenditure  of  funds  for  water  quality  monitoring  than 
is  identified  in  the  resource  monitoring  and  evaluation.   Also,  if 
you  take  into  account  all  the  supporting  activities  such  as  range, 
wildlife,  forestry,  recreation,  etc.,  the  budget  for  water 
quality/riparian  is  fairly  substantial.   Each  one  of  these 
monitoring  activities  will  provide  information  on  riparian  habitat 
and  water  quality  conditions  (Table  H,  pg.  H-7). 

It  is  felt  that  by  improving  66  percent  of  the  riparian  habitat 
inventoried  with  the  potential  to  be  improved  through  BLM  management 
actions,  a  significant  improvement  in  water  quality  will  occur. 

When  an  action  is  proposed,  such  as  a  timber  sale  or  phosphate 
mining  operation,  an  environmental  assessment  is  prepared  which 
explains  the  proposed  action.   Standard  operating  procedures  (SOPs) 
and  best  management  practices  (BMPs)  developed  through  past 
experience  are  required  to  protect  resource  values  and  are  included 
in  the  proposed  action.   Additional  mitigating  measures  are  selected 
by  the  resource  specialist  responsible  for  that  specific  subactivity. 
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During  inspections,  BLM  personnel  monitor  whether  SOPs  and  BMPs  are 
implemented  as  prescribed  and  are  working  as  intended. 

Overall  riparian  habitat  condition  will  be  thoroughly  evaluated 
every  three  to  five  years.   If  a  stream  segment  exhibits  a  downward 
trend  or  changes  in  condition  downwards,  then  action  will  be  taken 
to  improve  that  situation  through  stipulations  or  conditions  imposed 
on  BLM  leases,  licenses  and  permits. 

30-3      "The  factors  analyzed  in  determining  riparian  habitat  condition  were 
riparian  vegetation,  water  quality,  and  streambank  and  channel 
stability. 

Water  quality  parameters  measured  were  pH,  alkalinity,  carbon 
dioxide,  acidity,  conductivity,  and  temperature.   Water  quality  on 
those  streams  inventoried  was  generally  good  (61  percent)  to  fair 
(35  percent).   Streambank  and  channel  stability  was  also  good  (71 
percent)  to  fair  (24  percent).   This  was  calculated  using  the  stream 
reach  inventory  and  channel  stability  evaluation  (R-l  USFS). 
Riparian  vegetation  was  rated  good  (57  percent)  to  fair  (36 
percent).   (See  Appendix  C  for  further  information)".   See  page  3-37 
of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

Riparian  vegetation  condition  was  based  upon  density,  condition  and 
diversity  of  the  vegetation.   "A  total  of  34.15  miles  of  riparian 
habitat  inventoried,  or  35  percent,  has  the  potential  to  be  improved 
through  BLM  management  actions.   Other  riparian  habitat  is  either  in 
good  condition  with  no  change  in  management  required  or  is  affected 
by  land  practices  upstream  over  which  the  BLM  has  no  control"  (see 
page  3-36  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

Under  Alternative  B,  the  preferred  Alternative,  "A  total  of  22.70 
miles  of  stream  would  be  managed  to  improve  riparian  habitat.   These 
streams  have  a  potential  to  be  improved  through  BLM  management 
actions  and  represent  66  percent  of  the  miles  of  riparian  habitat 
with  potential  to  be  improved.   This  would  include  constructing  9.75 
miles  of  fence  and  limiting  utilization  on  key  riparian  vegetative 
species  to  50  percent"  (see  page  4-36  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS). 

We  feel  that  improving  66  percent  of  the  riparian  habitat 
inventoried  with  potential  to  be  improved  through  management  actions 
represents  an  ambitious,  but  still  realistic,  goal  considering 
current  funds  available  to  carry  out  these  projects.   Also  see 
response  28-8. 

30-4      The  Pocatello  Draft  RMP/EIS  did  not  evaluate  wilderness 

suitability.   Please  refer  to  pages  1,  2,  and  27  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS  for  further  explanations. 

31-1      Before  we  prepared  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  we  did  review  the  Nationwide 
Rivers  Inventory  (NRI)  list  of  potentially  eligible  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  segments.   The  32  mile  segment  of  the  Blackfoot  River  (from 
its  source  to  its  confluence  with  Blackfoot  Reservoir),  identified 
in  your  comment  letter,  does  not  maintain  any  significant 
BLM-administered  lands  along  its  banks.   We  have  two  40-acre  parcels 
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(T.  7  S.,  R.  42  E.)  but  that's  the  extent  along  the  upper  corridor. 
Lands  adjoining  this  portion  of  the  Blackfoot  include  2.2  miles  of 
Caribou  National  Forest  land  with  the  rest  private. 

Thirty  four  miles  of  the  Lower  Blackfoot  include  adjacent 
BLM-administered  lands  that  could  be  considered  eligible  for  Wild 
and  Scenic  Study.   A  Wild  and  Scenic  Analysis  was  not  done  for  this 
segment  because  it  was  not  identified  as  an  issue  during  the  RMP 
scoping  process,  was  not  listed  on  the  NRI,  and  the  authority  to 
conduct  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Studies  for  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  rests  with  the  National  Park  Service.   However,  because  the 
American  Rivers  Organization  has  prompted  BLM  to  take  a  more  active 
role  in  Wild  and  Scenic  River  considerations  in  the  land  use 
planning  process,  procedures  are  currently  being  developed  to 
incorporate  Wild  and  Scenic  Evaluations  in  RMPs.   These  draft 
procedures  include  steps  to  evaluate  rivers  that  were  not  originally 
covered  in  recent  and  on-going  plans,  such  as  the  Blackfoot.   The 
steps  include  a  plan  amendment  for  a  separate  Wild  and  Scenic  Study 
which  could  be  appropriate  for  the  Blackfoot  and  could  include  the 
32-mile  Upper  Blackfoot  as  a  coordinated  effort  with  other  adjacent 
landowners.   This  approach  would  provide  a  more  efficient  analysis 
and  study  for  the  entire  Blackfoot  River. 

In  the  interim,  the  management  prescriptions  in  the  Pocatello  RMP 
call  for  protection  of  natural,  recreation  and  watershed  values 
along  the  Lower  Blackfoot.   These  prescriptions  are  consistent  with 
maintaining  the  highest  classification  anticipated  for  the 
Blackfoot,  which  is  scenic. 

The  other  river  segments  mentioned  in  your  comment  letter  (Bear 
River,  Marsh  Creek,  Petticoat  Creek,  and  Worm  Creek)  either  maintain 
no  public  lands  along  their  banks  or,  in  our  opinion,  are  not  deemed 
appropriate  for  Wild  and  Scenic  Study. 

32-1      On  page  1,  paragraph  2  (Draft  document)  "Alternative  B  is  the 

preferred  alternative"  and  is  not  a  combination  of  alternative  A  and 
B.   Alternative  A  includes  the  proposed  action  for  the  range 
management  program  (as  required  by  BLM  Policy)  but  is  not  the 
preferred  alternative  for  range. 

32-2      When  an  action  is  proposed,  such  as  a  timber  sale  or  phosphate 

mining  operation,  an  environmental  assessment  is  developed  which 
explains  the  proposed  action.   Standard  operating  procedures  (SOPs) 
and  best  management  practices  (BMPs)  developed  through  past 
experience  are  required  to  protect  resource  values  and  are  included 
in  the  proposed  action.   Additional  mitigating  measures  are  selected 
by  the  resource  specialist  responsible  for  that  specific  subactivity 
(i.e.  District  Hydrologist  is  responsible  for  water  quality). 

The  party  granted  permission  to  carry  out  a  specific  activity  is 
responsible  for  implementing  the  BMPs.   If  a  BMP  is  not  providing 
the  water  quality  protection  intended,  then  the  responsible  party  is 
required  to  take  additional  measures  as  judged  necessary  by  the  BLM 
to  protect  water  quality. 
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During  inspections  BLM  personnel  monitor  whether  BMPs  are 
implemented  as  prescribed  and  are  working  as  intended. 

To  avoid  long-term  and  short-term  adverse  impacts  to 
wetland-riparian  areas  and  degradation  of  water  quality, 
stipulations  or  conditions  will  be  imposed  on  BLM  leases,  licenses 
and  permits.   Monitoring  will  be  conducted  to  check  compliance  and 
effectiveness  of  these  stipulations  and  conditions  as  well  as  that 
of  BMPs  and  SOPs. 

32-3      When  monitoring  shows  that  SOPs  are  not  providing  the  water  quality 
protection  intended,  the  SOP  will  be  modified  on  a  case  specific 
basis  so  that  water  quality  is  adequately  protected. 

32-4      Of  the  97.44  miles  of  stream  inventoried,  52.57  miles  contain  game 
fish.   As  a  result  of  incorporating  four  "I"  category  allotments 
that  were  missed  when  first  calculated,  now  approximately  19.35 
miles  of  fishery  stream,  or  37  percent  of  the  fishery  streams 
inventoried,  would  be  managed  to  improve  riparian  habitat 
condition.   This  would  be  done  through  fencing  and  more  intensive 
livestock  management.   There  would  be  0.25  miles  of  fisheries 
streams  that  would  continue  to  deteriorate  and  32.97  would  remain 
unchanged. 

32-5      It  was  an  oversight  to  not  recognize  the  fine  spotted  and 

Yellowstone  cutthroat  as  fish  species  of  special  concern.   Fisheries 
habitat  for  cutthroat  trout  will  improve  along  with  improvement  in 
riparian  habitat  conditions  on  15.55  miles  of  streams  in  the 
preferred  alternative. 

32-6      "The  factors  analyzed  in  determining  riparian  habitat  were  riparian 
vegetation,  water  quality  and  streambank  and  channel  stability". 

Water  quality  parameters  measured  were  pH,  alkalinity,  carbon 
dioxide,  acidity,  conductivity,  temperature  and  dissolved  oxygen. 
Water  quality  on  those  streams  inventoried  was  judged  to  be  good  (61 
percent)  to  fair  (35  percent). 

Streambank  and  channel  stability  was  also  good  (71  percent)  to  fair 
(24  percent).   This  was  calculated  using  the  stream  reach  inventory 
and  channel  stability  evaluation  (R-l  USFS) .   This  rating  is  a  point 
count  where   38  =  Excellent,  39-76  =  Good,  77-114  =  Fair,  115+  = 
Poor.   This  channel  rating  was  done  on  each  1/4  mile  stream  reach  or 
where  there  was  a  change  in  stream  condition. 

"Riparian  vegetation  was  rated  good  (57  percent)  to  fair  (31 
percent)".   Estimation  of  riparian  vegetation  condition  was  based 
upon  density,  condition,  diversity  of  the  vegetation,  grazing 
impacts,  %  utilization,  and  new  willow  growth.   Riparian  vegetation 
was  given  a  general  rating  by  1/4  mile  reaches.   Wildlife  sightings 
were  also  noted.   Riparian  vegetation  was  judged  for  trend  including 
the  percentage  of  man  caused  impacts. 

Erosion  was  also  inventoried.   Sensitive  soils  were  noted,  as  was 
texture.   Headcuts  and  rill  and  gully  erosion  were  observed. 
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Sediment  transport  was  noted  by  natural  versus  accelerated  types. 
Erosion  trend  was  estimated. 

Mining,  logging,  road  construction,  ORV  use,  recreational  use,  and 
trespass  land  use  were  noted  along  stream  reaches. 

All  of  the  above  were  anlayzed  and  contributed  to  the  determination 
of  an  overall  riparian  habitat  condition  rating. 

Fisheries  habitat  was  also  inventoried.   Pool-riffle  ratio,  pool 
class,  cover,  shade,  spawning  gravels  and  migration  restrictions 
were  noted  for  each  stream  segment  inventoried.   Fisheries 
potential,  numbers  of  fish,  species,  size  and  fishing  use  were  also 
observed. 

32-7      The  greatest  single  factor  that  affects  soil  erosion  is  the  degree 
or  steepness  of  slope.   Where  slopes  are  flat  or  gentle  on 
rangeland,  soil  erosion  measurement  is  very  small  as  long  as 
vegetation  remains  at  the  soil  surface.   As  slopes  become  steeper 
than  30  percent,  natural  geologic  sheet  and  rill  erosion  alone  can 
approach  5  tons  per  acre  per  year  without  any  other  man  or  livestock 
caused  influence.   The  Draft  Pocatello  RMP/EIS  states  that  when 
measured  upland  sheet  and  rill  erosion  (whether  natural  geologic 
and/or  man  caused)  is  measured  at  5  tons  per  acre  per  year, 
management  action  will  be  taken  to  remove  the  man  caused  influence. 
Generally  speaking,  cattle  don't  like  to  graze  on  steep  slopes  and 
will  do  so  only  if  there  is  little  feed  left  on  the  bottom  lands. 
If  this  occurs,  it  is  time  for  them  to  be  moved  to  the  next  pasture. 

Allotment  leasing  excludes  leasing  of  rangeland  on  steep  slopes. 
Please  see  response  33-12  for  more  information. 

32-8      Under  each  of  the  alternatives  there  are  parcels  of  public  land 
which  contain  riparian  habitat  that  are  proposed  for  disposal 
through  sales,  exchanges,  or  the  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes 
Act.   All  land  exchanges  or  land  disposals  involving  riparian 
habitat,  wetlands  and  floodplains  will  be  conducted  in  accordance 
with  Executive  Order  11988  and  Executive  Order  11990.   Executive 
Order  11988  directs  BLM  to  take  action  to  avoid,  to  the  extent 
possible,  long  and  short  term  adverse  impacts  associated  with  the 
occupancy  and  modification  of  floodplains  and  to  avoid  direct  and 
indirect  support  of  floodplain  development  whenever  there  is  a 
practicable  alternative.   Executive  Order  11990  directs  the  BLM  to 
take  action  to  minimize  the  destruction,  loss  or  degradation  of 
wetlands,  and  to  preserve  and  enhance  the  natural  and  beneficial 
value  of  wetlands  in  carrying  out  programs  atfecting  land  use,  which 
may  include  constraining  or  excluding  those  uses  that  cause 
significant,  long  term  ecological  damage. 

To  meet  these  objectives,  the  Executive  Orders  direct  each  federal 
agency  in  carrying  out  its  responsibilities  for  disposing  of  federal 
lands,  to  provide  leadership  and  take  actions  to  reduce  the  risk  of 
flood  loss  or  loss  or  degration  of  wetlands,  to  minimize  the  impacts 
of  floods  on  human  safety,  health  and  welfare  and  to  restore  and 
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preserve  the  natural  and  beneficial  values  served  by  floodplains  and 
wetlands.   The  Executive  Orders  further  state  that  when  property  in 
floodplains  or  wetlands  is  proposed  for  disposal  to  non-federal, 
public  or  private  parties,  the  federal  agency  shall  take  the 
following  actions:   (1)  Reference  in  the  conveyance,  those 
floodplain  and  wetland  regulations;  and  (2)  attach  other  appropriate 
restrictions  to  the  uses  of  properties  by  the  purchaser  and,  say 
successors;  or  (3)  withhold  such  properties  from  conveyance. 

A  recent  Field  Solicitor's  opinion  dated  April  7,  1983,  expands  on 
these  requirements  with  the  following  statement:   The  BLM  can 
"authorize  the  sale  of  wetlands  when: 

1.  The  tract  of  public  wetlands  is  either  so  small  or  remote  that 
it  is  uneconomical  to  manage. 

2.  The  tract  of  public  wetlands  is  not  suitable  for  management  by 
another  federal  agency. 

3.  The  patent  contains  restrictions  of  uses  as  prohibited  by 
identified  Federal,  State  or  local  wetland  regulations. 

4.  The  patent  contains  restrictions  and  conditions  that  ensure 
that  the  patentee  can  maintain,  restore  and  protect  the 
wetlands  on  a  continuous  basis. 

If  any  of  these  four  requirements  cannot  be  satisfied,  with  respect 
to  a  particular  wetlands  tract,  the  tract  must  be  retained  in 
federal  ownership  and  administered  by  the  Bureau  in  the  manner  set 
forth  in  BLM  Manual,  Part  6740".   Therefore,  it  is  our  policy  to 
retain  in  federal  ownership  all  wetlands,  riparian,  and  floodplain 
areas  if  their  disposal  would  violate  the  intent  of  Executive  Orders 
11988  or  11990. 

32-9      Numerous  .factors  were  used  to  determine  overall  riparian  habitat 
condition  (see  response  to  3-36  and  C-l)  not  just  riparian 
vegetation.   If  a  stream  segment  was  of  poor  or  fair  water  quality, 
due  to  land  management  practices  on  lands  adjacent  to  this  segment, 
it  also  affected  the  fisheries  potential  we  felt  this  segment  had. 
Sometimes  the  public  land  segment  was  not  selected  for  improvement 
due  to  the  public  land  parcel  being  a  very  small  portion  of  the 
entire  grazing  allotment  and  thus  impractical  to  try  to  improve  at 
this  time.   We  decided  not  to  try  to  improve  riparian  habitat 
conditions  on  streams  where  livestock  grazing  was  not  going  to  be 
intensively  managed  unless  there  was  good  fishery  habitat  involved. 
It  is  our  intent  to  concentrate  our  efforts  and  available  funding  to 
improve  that  riparian  habitat  that  is  of  the  highest  priority. 
Please  refer  to  response  28-8  for  more  information. 

32-10     See  response  32-6. 

32-11     With  the  budget  provided  to  carry  out  work  in  the  soil,  water  and 
air  subactivity,  and  all  other  supporting  activities,  for  all  BLM 
lands  in  the  Idaho  Falls  District,  the  monitoring  budget  is  a 
realistic  estimate  of  funds  available  for  work  of  this  nature. 
Also,  please  refer  to  response  30-2. 
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The  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan,  Water  Quality /Riparian 
Monitoring  Guidance  has  not  been  finalized.   Upon  finalization  of 
this  guidance,  the  BLM  will  incorporate  this  new  information  into 
the  water  quality  and  riparian  portions  of  the  monitoring  plan  for 
the  Pocatello  RMP. 

33-1      Please  refer  to  response  32-6. 

33-2      As  stated  above,  numerous  factors  were  used  to  determine  overall 

riparian  habitat  condition,  not  just  riparian  vegetation  alone.   If 
a  stream  segment  was  of  poor  or  fair  water  quality,  due  to  land 
management  practices  on  lands  adjacent  to  this  segment,  it  also 
affected  the  fisheries  potential  we  felt  this  segment  had. 
Sometimes  the  public  land  segment  was  not  selected  for  improvement 
due  to  the  public  land  parcel  being  a  very  small  portion  of  the 
entire  grazing  allotment.   We  decided  not  to  try  to  improve  riparian 
habitat  conditions  on  streams  where  livestock  grazing  was  not  going 
to  be  intensively  managed  unless  there  was  good  fisheries  habitat 
involved.   It  is  our  intent  to  concentrate  our  efforts  and  available 
funding  to  improve  that  riparian  habitat  that  is  of  the  highest 
priority. 

33-3      Please  refer  to  response  28-8. 

33-4      Overall  riparian  habitat  conditions  will  be  thoroughly  evaluated 

every  three  to  five  years.  Specific  allotments  in  Table  A. 4,  pages 
A-24  through  A-73  of  the  Draft  Pocatello  RMP/EIS,  will  be  monitored 
for  utilization  on  key  riparian  plants  annually. 

Please  refer  to  responses  30-2  and  32-11. 

33-5      The  50%  utilization  factor  we  propose  for  key  riparian  plans  is  our 
maximum  allowance.   We  feel  the  utilization  factor  will  vary  from  0% 
to  50%  depending  upon  the  grazing  formula,  weather  patterns,  and 
stocking  rate. 

We  are  comfortable  in  identifying  50%  as  our  maximum  utilization 
factor. 

Provisions  for  moving  livestock  are  "built"  into  each  Allotment 

Management  Plan.   We  feel  this  falls  under  standard  operating 

procedures  and  would  be  premature  to  mention  in  our  planning 
documents. 

33-6      SOP  outlined  on  pages  51  and  53  require  that  we  consult  with  you 
before  we  do  any  brush  control  work.   This  will  be  done.   In  the 
past,  disposals  were  made,  if  not  with  your  blessing,  at  least  not 
over  your  strong  objections.   We  intend  to  continue  this.   Most  of 
the  acreage  proposed  for  brush  control  is  in  Bear  Lake  County. 

33-7      The  sharp-tailed  grouse  is  currently  listed  in  the  Master  Memorandum 
of  Understanding  between  our  two  agencies.   Any  proposed  vegetation 
alterations  are  done  after  consultations  with  your  agency.   We  also 
feel  that  the  PRA  has  a  good  cooperative  effort  going  with  Fish  and 
Game  to  locate  and  identify  leks  of  both  sage  and  sharp-tailed 
grouse. 
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33-8      Please  refer  to  Table  (4.2),  page  4-15  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  for  15 
year  hunting  estimates.   Criteria  for  satisfactory  and 
unsatisfactory  habitat  is  explained  in  response  28-6.   The  reason  no 
aspen  management  is  included  in  any  alternative  is  explained  on  page 
3-17. 

33-9      In  the  last  5  years  only  two  exceptions  come  to  mind  that  were 

granted  for  activities  in  big  game  winter  ranges  between  November  15 
and  April  30.   These  were  allowed  after  either  a  Fish  and  Game  or 
BLM  biologist  flew  the  area  in  a  helicopter  to  determine  that  the 
game  were  not  currently  using  the  area  in  question.   In  any  case, 
documentation  of  the  rationale  will  be  documented  for  the  waiver. 

33-10     It  was  an  oversight  to  not  recognize  the  fine  spotted  and 

Yellowstone  cutthroat  trout  as  fish  species  of  special  concern  on 
page  3-22  of  the  Draft  Pocatello  RMP/EIS.  Fisheries  habitat  will 
improve  along  with  improvements  in  riparian  habitat  conditions  on 
15.55  miles  of  stream  inhabited  by  cutthroat  trout  in  the  preferred 
alternative.  Please  refer  to  Table  (4.2),  page  4-15  of  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS  for  15  year  fishing  estimates. 

33-11     Fish  and  riparian  conditions  will  also  be  incorporated  into  AMPs 
where  such  habitat  exists. 

33-12     We  understand  your  concern  about  riparian  sediment  effects  on  stream 
fisheries.   We  desire  to  also  keep  stream  sediment  to  a  minimum. 
Our  5  tons  per  acre  per  year  erosion  triggering  mechanism  is  a 
monitor  system  designed  for  short  sheet  and  rill  erosion  movement  on 
upland  slopes  above  and  beyond  our  stream  drainageways.   Since  most 
of  the  soil  movement  is  for  a  short  distance,  studies  have  verified 
that  only  a  small  fraction  of  this  erosion  actually  enters  the 
stream. 

To  monitor  upland  erosion  we  are  using  the  Erosion  Bridge  Method  as 
developed  by  the  Forest  Service  in  Fort  Collins,  Colorado  (The 
Erosion  Bridge  by  D.G.  Blaney  and  G.E.  Warrington  WSDG  Report  WSDG 
TP  00008,  August  1983).   The  actual  movement  of  soil  thickness  at  5 
tons  per  acre  per  year  is  equal  to  about  the  thin  side  thickness  of 
a  dime.   We  are  not  certain  that  it  is  physically  possible  to 
monitor  or  measure  any  soil  movement  less  than  this  on  the  uplands. 

The  SCS's  1984,  Idaho's  Soil  and  Water:   Condition  and  Trend,  states 
that  5  tons  per  acre  erosion  is  an  "acceptable"  rate  because  this  is 
near  the  rate  soil  is  replaced  through  natural  processes.   We  have 
selected  this  rate  as  a  practical  measureable  monitoring  level,  that 
we  can  physically  measure  on  our  upland  soils  and  anticipate  only  a 
small  fraction  of  this  upland  soil  movement  to  actually  move  far 
enough  to  enter  our  riparian  stream  systems. 

33-13     Although  not  listed  in  the  rationale  on  page  38,  it  is  recognized 
that  wildlife-based  recreation  is  important  to  the  economy  of  the 
Pocatello  Resource  Area.   In  Chapter  3,  page  48,  it  was  identified 
that  direct  recreation  expenditures  for  hunting  and  fishing  account 
for  over  10  percent  of  the  retail  trade  sector  of  the  regional 
economy. 
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The  economic  values  used  in  this  EIS  (the  expenditures  per  visitor 
day)  were  based  on  a  study  of  Idaho  hunters  and  fishermen  in  which 
the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  was  one  of  the  cooperators 
(along  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  the  BLM). 

In  the  analysis  of  impacts,  the  multiplier  effect  of  recreation 
earnings  was  taken  into  account  (see  pages  4-23,  4-39,  4-55,  4-70, 
and  4-86  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS) . 

The  direct  and  secondary  income  generated  by  alternative  B 
(preferred)  is  higher  than  that  for  Alternative  C  (production) 
primarily  as  a  result  of  the  impacts  on  wildlife-based  recreation 
that  occurs  in  Alternative  C.   From  a  strict  economic  viewpoint  (in 
terms  of  regional  income  and  employment  impacts),  there  is  little 
difference  (overall)  between  alternatives.   As  was  mentioned  above, 
the  alternatives  impact  the  different  segments  of  the  economy 
(livestock  grazing,  recreation,  etc.)  differently  but  they  nearly 
offset  one  another,  making  the  net  differences  between  alternatives 
very  slight. 

33-14     In  paragraph  two,  under  Range,  you  made  the  comment  that  the 

statement  "grazing  increases  resulting  from  range  improvements  would 
occur  only  if  long  term  monitoring  indicates  it  to  be  prudent", 
should  apply  to  all  alternatives,  not  just  Alternative  D. 

This  assumption  is  correct;  "grazing  increases  resulting  from  range 
improvements  would  occur  only  if  long-term  monitoring  indicates  it 
be  prudent",  applies  to  all  alternatives.   This  has  been  standard 
operating  procedure  in  the  Bureau  for  years. 

33-15  In  the  third  paragraph,  under  Range,  you  feel  that  it  may  be 
difficult  for  us  to  carry  out  successfully  the  protection  of 
riparian  habitat. 

An  increase  in  grazing  and  better  protection  for  riparian  areas  is 
possible  and  has  been  effective  throughout  the  Bureau  when  livestock 
graze  under  a  formula  specifically  written  for  an  area  where  the 
major  objective  is  to  either  rest  or  eliminate  grazing  from  creek 
bottoms. 

Monitoring  will  be  handled  within  areas  on  a  priority  basis;  the 
more  sensitive  areas  receiving  higher  priority.   We  feel  there  will 
maybe  never  be  enough  people  to  monitor  all  areas;  hence,  the 
priority  categorization. 

33-16     In  paragraph  four,  under  Range,  your  concern  is  how,  with  the 

apparent  manpower  and  money  limitation,  are  we  going  to  properly 
monitor  all  415  allotments. 

We  may  never  monitor  all  415  allotments  since  not  all  are  presently 
considered  in  bad  shape.   We  have  categorized  by  priority  the 
allotments  we  feel  need  monitoring.   We  have  estimated  that  for  the 
1987  season  we  will  monitor  52  allotments.   At  this  rate,  if  we 
elected  to  monitor  all  415  allotments,  it  could  be  done  in  less  than 
8  years  with  our  present  manpower. 
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We  have  had  a  good  deal  of  past  experience  drafting  Allotment 
Management  Plans  and  feel  that  writing  eight  (8)  each  year  is 
achievable . 

33-17     Due  to  space  limitations,  the  standard  operating  procedures  that 
guide  management  of  BLM  timberlands  were  not  listed. 

The  standard  operating  procedures  are  described  in  the  Timber 
Management  Eastern  Idaho  Sustained  Yield  Unit-Final  Environmental 
Analysis  Record,  which  was  referenced  in  the  Draft  RMP  document, 
page  5,  and  which  is  available  for  public  review  in  this  office. 

33-18     Please  refer  to  page  1,  second  paragraph,  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  and 
response  32-1. 

In  the  second  paragraph,  under  Alternatives,  Part  Vii,  you  have 
suggested  that  we  consider  your  suggested  evaluation  system. 

We  have  inventoried  the  area  using  a  system  called  "Ecological  Site 
Condition".   This  condition  consists  of  the  following  five  (5) 
criteria: 

1.  Potential  Natural  Community, 

2.  Late  Serai, 

3.  Mid  Serai, 

4.  Early  Serai  and, 

5.  Disturbed 

We  do  not  look  at  the  area  from  the  standpoint  of  excellent,  good, 
fair,  and  poor  in  relation  to  livestock.   We  look  at  the  areas  in 
relation  to  ecological  condition  projection  in  each  alternative  and 
what  we  expect  under  that  type  of  management. 

33-19     The  majority  of  the  public  lands  in  this  resource  area  are 

scattered/isolated  making  it  appear  that  is  our  only  consideration 
in  deciding  which  parcels  are  identified  for  disposal.   On  pages 
42-45,  Draft  RMP/EIS,  the  criteria  that  would  be  applied  to 
site-specific  determinations  for  lands  that  are  within  transfer 
areas  are  listed.   "Difficulty  and  cost  of  administration 
(manageability)"  is  only  one  of  the  criteria. 

33-20     In  the  past  all  proposed  disposals  were  presented  to  your  Department 
for  review.   Several  were  cancelled  due  to  your  objections.   Some 
parcels  that  had  wildlife  values  but  not  "high  wildlife  values"  were 
sold.   We  intend  to  continue  to  consult  with  you  before  disposal 
procedures  are  initiated  and  are  willing  to  cancel  a  disposal  if  new 
information  comes  to  light. 

The  statement  you  referred  to  on  page  36,  Draft  RMP/EIS,  states 
"...retain  tracts  that  have  high  wildlife  and  multiple  use  public 
values.   Only  parcels  of  relatively  low  multiple  use  value  ...are 
identified  for  transfer".   Most  of  the  areas  you  referred  to  would 
be  disposed  of  through  exchange  where  we  receive  lands  that  are 
equal  or  greater  in  public  interest.   Each  parcel  is  evaluated  on  a 
case-by-case  basis. 
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PUBLIC  HEARINGS 


Name 


Representing 


Testimony 
Oral    Written 


Response 
Prepared 


Pocatello  Hearing  4-15-87 

Robert  V.  Kimball   J.R.  Simplot  Co. 

Clark  Collins 

Charles  H.  Trost 

Clair  Hanks 

Karl  Holte 

David  Witworth 


Blue  Ribbon  Coalition 
Portneuf  Valley  Audubon  Soc. 
Residents  on  Trail  Creek  Rd. 
Self 
Self 


Soda  Springs  Hearing  4-16-87 

David  Farnsworth  Monsanto  Company             X 

Ariel  Larson  Users  of  Formation  Springs    X 

Mike  Panting  Self                        X 

Milton  Smith  Leaseholders  in  Thatcher  Area  X 


Dennis  Facer 
Robert  V.  Kimball 
Clayton  Schmitt 
Rulon  C.  Shaw 
Marriner  Jensen 
Terry  Smith 
Clyde  Jensen 


J.R.  Simplot  Co. 

J.R.  Simplot  Co. 

City  of  Soda  Springs 

Shaw  Land  and  Livestock 

Self 

Self 

Self 


X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
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HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Robert  V.  Kimball,  J.R.  Simplot  Company 
Comment  #1: 


Response 


First  of  all,  I'd  like  to  mention  that  the  Petticoat  Peak 
withdrawal,  we  feel,  is  somewhat  excessive,  particularly  in 
consideration  of  the  definition  of  a  road  as  it  would  apply  to 
that  area. 

Petticoat  Peak  was  designated  a  Wilderness  Study  Area  and 
covered  in  a  separate  environmental  document  and,  as  a  result, 
it  must  be  managed  according  to  BLM's  Interim  Management 
Policy  for  Lands  Under  Wilderness  Review,  until  Congress  makes 
it's  decision.   It  is  outside  the  realm  of  this  planning 
document  to  address  Petticoat  Peak  until  Congress  makes  it's 
decision.   The  Interim  Management  Policy  for  Lands  under 
Wilderness  Review  defines  the  roads  (ways)  that  must  apply  to 
the  area. 


Comment  #2 


Response 


As  far  as  Cadastral  Surveys  are  concerned,  we  recommend  that  a 
more  vigorous  survey  program  be  initiated.   I  refer 
particularly  to  the  Chesterfield  area,  where  we  need  section 
corners  re-established  as  well  as  other  areas  where  solid 
leasable  minerals  are  involved,  so  that  the  adequate 
subdivision  of  the  sections  can  be  determined  accurately. 

As  identified  on  page  61  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  we  also  see  the 
need  for  a  continued  program  in  cadastral  survey.   Survey 
requirements  and  priorities  are  determined  on  a  yearly  basis 
as  a  part  of  the  annual  work  planning  process.   Your 
identification  of  need  in  the  Chesterfield  area  will  help  us 
prioritize  surveys  in  the  future. 


Comment  #3      We  feel  that  timber  harvest  should  remain  the  same  as  is 
currently  authorized. 

Response:       As  indicated  on  page  S-10  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  we  anticipate 
the  harvest  levels  to  be  consistent  with  previous  years. 


Comment  #4 


Response : 


The  recommendations  that  have  been  made  for  special 
stipulations  on  mine  plans  or  on  fringe  acreages  are  not 
warranted,  considering  that  the  impacts  from  the  watershed 
area  from  the  Formation  Springs,  as  an  example,  are  not 
reasonable . 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  utilizes  the  NEPA  process  to 
develop  permit,  lease,  and  mine  plan  stipulations.   A  major 
component  of  this  process  is  to  address  the  concerns  of 
affected  individuals,  organizations,  and  local  or  governmental 
agencies.   As  additional  resource  data  becomes  available,  the 
Bureau  reviews  environmental  documents  and  the  resulting 
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mitigating  measures  to  ensure  that  the  mitigating  measures  are 
still  necessary  and  that  they  provide  the  necessary  protection 
for  affected  resources. 

With  relationship  to  stipulations  for  the  protection  of 
Formation  Springs,  the  BLM  will  continue  to  develop  reasonable 
protective  stipulations  for  proposals  on  BLM  lands  which  could 
affect  the  quality  of  Soda  Springs'  water  supply. 


Clark  Collins,  Blue  Ribbon  Coalition 


Comment 


Our  only  objection  would  be  to  the  wording  on  page  4-28  to  the 
effect  that  ORV  activities  would  have  the  negative  impact  of 
gates  being  left  open  and  livestock  harassment. 


Response 


To  state  that  these  impacts,  as  described  on  page  4-28,  do  not 
occur  would  be  a  false  statement.   These  types  of  impacts  do 
occur  in  the  resource  area.   What  must  be  stressed,  however, 
is  that  they  result  from  only  a  few  individuals.   Organized 
groups  of  ORV  users  provide  much  of  the  education  and  guidance 
needed  to  alleviate  these  impacts. 


Charles  H.  Trost,  Portneuf  Valley  Audubon  Society 

Comment  #1      Specifically,  I  am  saying  that  I  think  there  ought  to  be  more 
money  and  effort  spent  on  fencing  riparian  habitats.   Cows  in 
the  riparian  habitats  modify  the  environment  so  there  are 
several  species  of  birds  that  cannot  nest  there  because  of 
modified  environment  and,  in  addition,  they  bring  in  the 
Brown-headed  Cowbirds,  which  are  a  nest  parasite,  and  that 
puts  an  additional  stress  on  the  native  birds  that  are  in  this 
habitat. 


Response: 


Please  refer  to  letter  response  28-8. 


Comment  #2      There  are  a  couple  of  specific  things  I  would  like  to  see 
addressed  a  little  more  carefully  in  the  EIS.   One  of  them 
deals  with  BLM  lands  east  of  Gray's  Lake  Refuge,  and  that  is 
that  there  are  two  isolated  tracts  of,  I  believe,  40  acres, 
and  there's  another  tract  between  the  Gray's  Lake  Refuge  and 
the  Forest  Service  lands  which,  I  think,  BLM  ought  to  manage 
as  critical  habitat  for  Whooping  Cranes. 


Response 


Comment  #3 


Please  refer  to  page  3-22  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  under  Whooping 
Crane  and  Map  #15  on  page  3-21.   As  near  as  we  can  tell,  the 
isolated  tracts  you  are  concerned  with  are  inside  the  Whooping 
Crane  critical  habitat  area  identified. 

Finally,  there's  a  spring  east  of  Soda  Springs,  I  believe  it's 
called  Formation  Spring,  and  I  want  to  commend  BLM  for  their 
research  natural  area  designation  for  this,  as  well  as  several 
other  areas.   By  the  way,  I  want  to  also  say  we're  pleased  to 
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see  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern  designated  in  this 
report.   But  Formation  Springs  specifically,  there's  a  large 
watershed  behind  Formation  Spring  that  I  think  should  be 
designated  a  critical  watershed  for  the  City  of  Soda  Springs. 
The  reason  being,  that  the  water  that  comes  out  in  Formation 
Springs,  which  is  what  Soda  Springs  uses  for  their  water 
supply,  comes  from  the  drainage  uphill.   And  that  should  be 
preserved  as  a  critical  watershed,  just  as  BLM  has  done  for 
the  City  of  Downey. 

Response:       Recharge  to  the  ground  water  flow  system  feeding  Formation 

Springs  is  believed  to  occur  primarily  in  the  interior  valleys 
between  the  Aspen  Range  and  the  Webster  Range  (Ralston,  August 
1984).   The  340  acres  managed  by  the  BLM  lying  east  of 
Formation  Springs  is  not  a  recharge  area  for  the  Springs.   The 
only  concern  associated  with  the  340  acre  parcel  is  possible 
surface  water  contamination  that  may  enter  the  creek 
downstream  from  the  Spring  (point  of  diversion  for  city  water 
supply).   Some  grazing  occurs  on  this  340  acres  at  present, 
but  these  grazed  acres  do  not  drain  into  Formation  Springs. 
The  grazing  that  does  occur  on  the  340  acres  (BLM)  is 
approximately  1/4  of  a  mile  from  the  Spring  and  Creek. 

Mineral  potential  for  the  340  acres  is  low  to  nonexistent  and, 
as  a  result,  no  mineral  activity  is  expected  to  occur  on  the 
340  acre  parcel  in  the  future. 

As  a  result  of  the  above  described  information,  the  BLM  feels 
that  a  special  designation  for  the  340  acres  is  not 
warranted.   We  do,  on  the  other  hand,  feel  it  necessary  to 
work  closely  with  the  City  of  Soda  Springs  on  any  future 
ground  disturbing  activity  associated  with  the  340  acre 
parcel,  if  and  when  such  activity  is  presented. 

-  If  at  any  time  in  the  future  an  activity  or  development 
is  proposed  on  the  BLM  administered  340  acre  parcel  east 
of  Formation  Springs,  the  BLM  will  coordinate  the 
analysis  of  the  proposal  with  the  City  of  Soda  Springs. 

For  more  information  on  Formation  Springs,  please  refer  to 
Appendix  I  in  this  document. 

Clair  Hanks,  Residents  on  Trail  Creek  Road 

Comment         I  am  concerned  about  three  things:   One  is  the  shooting  on 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  land,  another  is  the  motorized 
vehicles,  and  the  other  is  the  litter  on  Trail  Creek. 

Response:  The  subject  of  shooting  firearms  in  the  Trail  Creek  area  has 
spawned  several  meetings  and  discussions  over  the  past  year. 
As  a  result,  the  BLM  has  adopted  the  following  position. 

Although  the  BLM  has  some  public  land  in  the  Trail  Creek 
area,  we  feel  that  most  of  the  shooting  is  occurring  on 
private  lands.   The  BLM  would  be  happy  to  work  with  the 
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local  government  as  long  as  they  initiate  the  policies 
for  Trail  Creek. 

Under  the  preferred  alternative,  ORV  use  will  be  limited  to 
existing  roads  and  trails  in  the  Trail  Creek  area.   The  Idaho 
Falls  District  is  currently  in  the  process  of  hiring  a 
fulltime  BLM  Ranger  to  handle  law  enforcement  problems 
occurring  on  public  lands.   It  is  our  belief  that  this 
individual  will  help  alleviate  problems  occurring  on  public 
lands  by  enforcing  the  off  road  vehicle  designation. 

We  agree  that  littering  is  a  problem  in  the  Trail  Creek  area. 
At  present  we  have  posted  signs  instructing  the  public  to  pack 
out  what  they  pack  in.   We  also  have  a  yearly  cleanup  using 
volunteer  help.   Again,  the  majority  of  the  littering  is 
occurring  on  private  land. 


Ariel  Larson,  Users  of  Formation  Springs 


Comment 


Response 


What  we're  concerned  about  is,  we  feel  that  the  watershed 
should  be  protected  for  the  use  of  the  people  for  their 
water.   We  had  one  meeting  last  year,  and  the  statement  did 
not  show  that  this  would  be  protected  as  a  watershed.   That's 
all  I  have  to  say. 

Please  refer  to  hearing  response  #3,  Charles  H.  Trost. 


Mike  Panting,  Self 


Comment 


Response: 


It  is  critical  that  the  area  directly  east  and  above  Formation 
Springs  not  be  threatened  by  anymore  strip  mining.  Therefore, 
I  feel  that  the  340  acres  should  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 
entry  and  a  case  to  be  made  for  withdrawing  lands  even  farther 
to  the  east,  although  I  feel  that  the  340  are  definitely  the 
most  critical,  because  they  lie  directly  above  and  to  the  east 
of  Formation  Springs.   That's  all  I  have. 

Please  refer  to  hearing  response  #3,  Charles  H.  Trost. 


Milton  Smith,  15  or  20  BLM  Leaseholders  in  the  Thatcher  Area 


Comment 


We,  as  a  group,  feel  that  the  best  interest  of  all  concerned 
is  to  keep  our  leases  with  the  BLM.   We  want  no  part  of  State 
Land  Board  Management.   In  the  past  we  have  been  forced  to 
change  our  turnout  dates  to  be  the  same  as  Cottonwood  Grazing 
Association.   That's  more  than  we  want  to  do,  but  we  go 
along.   We  have  alot  better  working  agreement  with  the  BLM 
people  than  with  the  so-called  State  Land  Board  experts. 


Response 


We  have  reviewed  the  Cottonwood  Block  and  have  found  that  the 
exchange,  as  now  proposed,  would  not  meet  the  public  interest 
criteria  established  by  Section  206  of  FLPMA.   We  have 
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therefore  not  changed  the  preferred  alternative  which 
identifies  the  lands  for  retention. 


Dennis  Facer,  J.R.  Simplot  Company 
Comment  #1      Petticoat  Peak  Withdrawal. 


The  Petticoat  Peak  area  probably 


does  not  qualify  under  the  roadless  withdrawal  criteria  in 
that  there  are  presently  roads  which  traverse  this  area  and 
which  are  regularly  used  for  access  by  stockmen,  hunters  and 
ORV  users. 


Response 


Please  refer  to  hearing  response  #1,  Robert  V.  Kimball. 


Comment  #2 


Response: 


Asset  Management  Program.   The  asset  management  program  should 
be  reactivated  in  order  to  divest  those  parcels  which  are 
surrounded  by  fee  land  and  for  which  there  is  no  public 
access.   These  parcels  cannot  be  adequately  administered  by 
the  BLM.   Such  lands  should  be  actively  exchanged  or  even  sold 
with  the  surrounding  property  owner  being  given  first  right  of 
refusal.   BLM  holdings  should  be  consolidated  to  promote  more 
efficient  administration  of  these  lands  through  sale,  exchange 
or  the  R&PP  process. 

Please  refer  to  page  25  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.   We  have 
identified  17,068  acres  for  possible  disposal  through  sale, 
exchange  or  R&PP.   The  BLM  feels  these  lands  meet  the  criteria 
necessary  for  disposal. 


Comment  #3 


Response 


Access  to  Public  Lands.   BLM  should  actively  procure  access 
across  fee  lands  to  public  lands  through  the  proposed  easement 
process  but  short  of  condemnation.   This  is  a  matter  of  great 
concern  to  the  general  public  and  would  create  a  very 
favorable  impression  on  the  vast  majority  of  public  land 
users.   Funds  should  be  appropriated  for  this  program  on  a 
priority  basis. 

Please  refer  to  page  31  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.   We  have 
identified  approximately  44  miles  of  road  and  trail  access  for 
acquisition. 


Comment  #4 


Response 


Cadastral  Surveys.   Cadastral  surveys  should  be  completed  on 
public  lands  where  there  are  currently  no  section  corners. 
Indeed,  we  have  better  maps  of  the  moon  than  some  of  the 
public  lands.   Section  and  quarter  corners  are  urgently  needed 
in  some  unsurveyed  lands,  so  that  federal  leases  can  be 
accurately  delineated.   Since  these  leases  are  based  on 
aliquot  subdivisions  of  land  sections,  the  brass  caps  are  the 
basis  for  lease  boundaries. 

Please  refer  to  hearing  response  #2,  Robert  V.  Kimball. 
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Comment  #5      Hydrology.   Considering  the  Soda  Springs  Watershed  Protection 
Area,  attention  is  invited  to  the  ground  water  hydrology 
already  by  reputable  consultants  with  regard  to  potential 
impacts  on  water  quality.   As  an  example,  the  ground  water 
emanating  from  Formation  Springs,  which  is  used  as  a 
supplemental  culinary  water  source  by  the  City  of  Soda 
Springs,  is  connate  water  percolating  up  a  major  basin  and 
range  fault  plane. 


Response 


Please  refer  to  hearing  response  #4,  Robert  V.  Kimball  and 
hearing  response  #3,  Charles  H.  Trost. 


Clayton  Schmitt,  City  of  Soda  Springs 


Comment 


But  our  concern  is  that  we  feel  the  plan  has  failed  to  address 
at  all  the  protection  of  the  Formation  Springs  water  supply  to 
the  City  of  Soda  Springs.   We  felt  that  this  should  have  been 
addressed;  it  should  have  been  reviewed;  and,  there  should 
have  been  some  kind  of  appropriate  process  put  in  there  to 
ensure  the  continued  quality,  so  that  those  people  living  in 
Soda  Springs  could  continue  to  receive  water  that  was  not 
degradated  by  any  type  of  use,  whether  it  would  be  mining, 
grazing,  or  any  other  type. 


Response: 


Please  refer  to  hearing  response  #3,  Charles  H.  Trost. 


Marriner  Jensen,  Self 


Comment 


Response 


I'm  a  rancher  over  in  the  Dingle  area,  and  I,  and  a  number  of 
the  ranchers  in  that  area,  are  concerned  with  the  growing  use 
of  four-wheel  drives  on  the  BLM  and  going  indiscriminately 
across  everywhere,  through  fences  and  wherever  they  might 
decide  they  wished  to  go. 

We  have  identified  3,537  acres  closed  to  off-road  vehicle  use 
in  the  resource  area.   This  is  approximately  11  times  more 
acres  closed  than  what  exists  at  present.   Along  with  185,829 
acres  identified  as  limited  use,  we  hope  to  gain  controls  on 
ORV  use.   Also,  the  Idaho  Falls  District  is  currently  in  the 
process  of  hiring  a  fulltime  BLM  Ranger  to  handle  law 
enforcement  problems  occurring  on  public  lands.   It  is  our 
belief  that  this  individual  will  help  alleviate  problems 
occurring  on  public  lands  by  enforcing  the  off-road  vehicle 
designation. 


Clyde  Jensen,  Self 


Comment 


I  have  read  through  your  alternative  plans,  and  I  feel  that 
Alternative  B,  in  alot  of  ways,  has  alot  of  good  points  to  it 
as  in  minerals  and  forest  management,  but  I  have  to  disagree 
with  the  ORV  use  and  the  amounts  of  area  that  will  be 
controlled  or  limited  vehicle  use.   I  don't  think  that  that 
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much  vehicle  use  is  necessary  for  the  resources  that  we  have 
at  this  time.   Thank  you. 

Response:       Please  refer  to  hearing  response,  Marriner  Jensen  and  26-1. 
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APPENDICES 

G.   Minerals  (additional  information  on  BLM  Oil  and  Gas  Operations 
Requirements  and  Stages  of  Exploration  and  Development) 

I.    Formation  Spring  Meeting/Field  Trip 

J.    Support  information  on  Minerals  Maps  B3  and  B4 
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APPENDIX  G  (Addition  to  the  one  in  the  Draft  document) 

APPENDIX  G 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Oil  and  Gas  Operations  Requirements 


Geophysical  Operations  Permitting  Process 

Geophysical  operations  conducted  on  or  off  an  oil  and  gas  lease  on  lands 
administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  are  reviewed  by  the 
appropriate  BLM  authorized  officer.   The  responsibilities  of  the 
geophysical  operator  and  the  BLM  authorized  officer  during  geophysical 
operations  are  as  follows: 

A.  Geophysical  Operator  -  The  operator  is  required  to  file,  in  person 
or  by  mail,  a  "Notice  of  Intent  to  Conduct  Oil  and  Gas  Exploration 
Operations"  for  all  operations  on  public  lands  administered  by  BLM  (Form 
3040-1  is  available  at  all  BLM  District  and  Area  offices).   The  notice 
is  to  include  maps  showing  the  location  of  the  lines,  and  all  access 
routes,  and  must  be  filed  in  the  BLM  Resource  Area  Office  before 
operations  begin. 

The  operator  is  also  required  to  be  bonded.   A  copy  of  the  bond  or  other 
evidence  of  satisfactory  bonding  shall  accompany  the  "Notice  of 
Intent".   Proper  bonding  can  include  a  nationwide  or  statewide  oil  and 
gas  bond  with  a  rider  for  geophysical  exploration  or  a  $5,000  individual 
surety  bond  filed  with  the  District  Manager. 

Surface  disturbing  activities,  such  as  bulldozing,  require  written 
approval  of  the  Area  Manager.   Operators  may  be  required  to  submit  an 
archeological  survey  if  dirt  work  is  contemplated.   The  operator  is 
required  to  comply  with  all  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  laws 
such  as  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976,  Historic 
Preservation  Act  of  1966,  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  Act,  etc. 

Any  changes  in  the  original  Notice  of  Intent  must  be  submitted  in 
writing  to  the  Area  Manager.   Written  approval  must  be  secured  before 
activities  proceed. 

When  operations  are  completed,  the  operator  is  required  to  file  a  Notice 
of  Completion  of  Geophysical  Exploration,  after  any  required 
rehabilitation  work  is  completed  (Form  3045-2). 

B.  BLM  Area  Manager  -  The  Area  Manager  is  required  to  contact  the 
operator  immediately  after  the  Notice  of  Intent  is  filed  and  explain  the 
terms  of  the  Notice,  including  the  operating  procedures  to  be  followed, 
all  current  laws,  and  all  BLM  administrative  requirements.   A  prework 
conference  or  field  inspection  may  be  conducted  and  written  instructions 
or  orders  given  to  the  operator.   The  Area  Manager  is  responsible  for 
the  examination  of  resource  values  and  the  development  of  appropriate 
surface  protection  and  reclamation  measures. 

Final  inspection  following  filing  of  the  Notice  of  Completion  is  also 
required  of  the  Area  Manager. 
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Mitigation 

Seasonal  restrictions  may  be  imposed  on  geophysical  operators  to  reduce 
conflicts  with  wildlife  and  to  prevent  watershed  damage.   The  most 
critical  management  practice  is  compliance  monitoring  during  and  after 
seismic  activity.   Compliance  inspections  during  the  operation  ensure 
that  stipulations  are  being  followed.   Compliance  inspections  upon 
completion  of  work  ensure  that  the  lines  are  clean  and  the  drill  holes 
are  properly  plugged. 


II.   Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  Process 

The  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920  provides  for  the  leasing  of  oil  and  gas 
on  those  lands  owned  by  the  Federal  government.   The  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  is  the  leasing  agency  for  lands  administered  by  the  Bureau  as 
well  as  those  administered  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service. 

Oil  and  gas  leases  may  be  issued  competitively  or  noncompetitively. 
Competitive  leases  are  for  lands  inside  known  geologic  structures 
(KGS).   A  KGS  is  technically  the  geologic  trap  in  which  a  productive 
accumulation  of  oil  or  gas  has  been  discovered  by  drilling.   All 
presumptively  productive  acreage  is  included  within  the  KGS  limits.   A 
competitive  lease  sale  is  scheduled  at  two  month  intervals  to  sell  any 
unleased  KGS  lands.   Each  sale  is  conducted  by  sealed  bid.   For  each  bid 
deemed  adequate  and  accepted,  a  lease  is  issued.   Competitive  leases  are 
issued  for  a  term  of  five  years  or  for  as  long  as  oil  and/or  gas  is 
produced.   There  are  currently  no  KGSs  within  the  State  of  Idaho. 

Noncompetitive  leases  are  issued  for  lands  lying  outside  of  KGSs.   These 
leases  are  of  two  types:   the  simultaneous  offering  list  and 
over-the-counter  offers. 

Following  termination  of  old  leases,  the  land  is  relisted  on 
simultaneous  lists  published  at  two  month  intervals.   Appropriate 
mitigating  measures  are  added  to  leases  for  resource  protection  prior  to 
listing.   Once  a  list  is  approved  and  advertised,  all  applications 
received  during  the  filing  period  are  considered  to  have  been  filled 
simultaneously.   An  applicant  may  file  only  one  application  per  tract. 
Each  application  must  be  accompanied  by  a  $75.00  filing  fee  and  advance 
lease  rental.   A  lottery-type  drawing  is  held  and  one  application  is 
drawn  for  each  tract.   If  a  tract  has  never  been  leased  or  a 
simultaneous  tract  does  not  receive  an  application  when  advertised  for 
lease,  it  becomes  an  over-the-counter  offer  and  is  available  to  the 
first  applicant  filing  for  that  tract.   Noncompetitive  leases  are  issued 
for  10  years  or  for  as  long  as  oil  or  gas  is  produced. 

The  federal  government  receives  yearly  rental  fees  on  nonproducing 
leases.   Royalty  on  production  is  received  on  producing  leases,  one  half 
of  which  is  returned  to  the  State. 

In  the  two  month  interval  between  simultaneous  listings,  oil  and  gas 
lease  stipulations  and  restrictions  identified  in  this  Resource 
Management  Plan  (RMP)  are  applied  to  recently  terminated  or  expired 
lease  offers  that  will  be  included  in  the  next  simultaneous  list.   In 


G-2 


addition  to  standard  stipulations,  the  following  are  the  most  commonly 
utilized  special  lease  stipulations: 

No  access  or  work  trail  or  road,  earthcut  or  fill,  structure  or 
other  improvement,  other  than  an  active  drilling  rig,  will  be  permitted 
if  it  can  be  viewed  from  the  (road,  lake,  river,  etc.). 

No  occupancy  or  surface  disturbance  will  be  allowed  within  (feet  of 
river,  stream,  lake,  historic  trail,  etc.).   This  distance  may  be 
modified  when  specifically  approved  in  writing  by  the  District  Manager, 
BLM. 

In  order  to  (minimize  watershed  damage,  protect  important  seasonal 
wildlife  habitat,  etc.)  exploration,  drilling,  and  other  development 
activity  will  be  allowed  only  from  ()  to  ().   This  limitation  does  not 
apply  to  maintenance  and  operation  of  producing  wells.   Exceptions  to 
this  limitation  in  any  year  may  be  specifically  authorized  in  writing  by 
the  District  Manager,  BLM. 

The  U.S.  Forest  Service  also  provides  stipulations  for  leases  issued  for 
lands  under  their  administration. 

Oil  and  Gas  Exploratory  Units  -  Surface  use  in  an  oil  or  gas  field  may 
be  affected  by  unitization  of  the  leaseholds.   In  areas  of  federally 
owned  minerals,  an  exploratory  unit  is  formed  before  a  wildcat 
exploratory  well  is  drilled.   The  boundary  of  the  unit  is  based  on 
geologic  data.   The  developers  of  the  unit  can  enter  into  an  agreement 
to  develop  and  operate  as  a  unit,  without  regard  to  separate  lease 
ownerships.   Costs  and  benefits  are  allocated  according  to  agreed-upon 
terms. 

Unitization  reduces  the  surface  use  requirements  because  all  wells  are 
operated  as  though  on  a  single  lease.   Duplication  of  field  processing 
facilities  is  minimized,  because  development  and  operations  are  planned 
and  conducted  by  a  single  operator.   Often  powerlines  are  distributed 
throughout  the  unit  and  diesel  engines  are  converted  to  electric 
motors.   Unitization  may  also  involve  wider  spacing  than  usual, 
resulting  in  fewer  wells.   Access  roads  are  usually  shorter  and  better 
organized. 


III.   The  Drilling  Permit  Process 

A  federal  lessee  or  operator  is  governed  by  procedures  set  forth  by  the 
Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Order  No.  1,  "Approval  of  Operations  on  Onshore 
Federal  and  Indian  Oil  and  Gas  Leases",  issued  under  43  CFR  3164. 
Operating  Order  No.  1  lists  the  following  as  pertinent  points  to  be 
followed  by  the  lessee  or  operator:   notice  of  staking  (NOS); 
application  for  permit  to  drill  (APD),  which  includes  a  multi-point 
surface  use  and  operations  plan;  approval  of  subsequent  operations;  well 
abandonment;  water  well  conversion;  responsibilities  on  privately  owned 
surface;  and  reports  and  activities  required  after  well  completion. 

A.    Notice  of  Staking  (NOS)  -  After  the  lessee  or  operator  makes  the 
decision  to  drill  a  well,  they  must  decide  whether  to  submit  an  NOS  or 
application  for  permit  to  drill  (APD).   The  NOS  consists  of  an  outline 
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of  what  the  company  intends  to  do  including  a  location  map  and  sketched 
site  plan.   The  NOS  is  then  used  as  a  document  to  review  any  conflicts 
with  known  critical  resource  values,  and  also  used  at  the  on-site 
inspection  to  provide  the  preliminary  data  to  assess  what  additional 
items  are  necessary  to  complete  the  APD. 

B.  Application  for  Permit  to  Drill  (APD)  -  The  operator  or  lessee  may 
submit  a  completed  APD  in  lieu  of  notice  of  staking,  but  in  either  case 
no  surface  activity  is  conducted  in  conjunction  with  the  drilling  until 
the  APD  is  approved  by  the  BLM. 

If  the  APD  option  is  chosen,  an  APD  is  submitted  to  the  BLM  and  a  field 
inspection  is  held  with  the  operator  and  any  other  interested  party. 
The  purpose  of  the  presite  field  inspection  is  to  evaluate  the 
operator's  plan,  to  assess  the  situation  for  possible  impacts  (surface 
and  subsurface),  and  to  formulate  resource  protection  stipulations.   To 
lessen  environmental  impacts,  a  proposed  site  may  be  moved,  reoriented, 
or  redimensioned,  within  certain  limits,  at  the  presite  inspection.   The 
proposed  access  road  may  also  be  rerouted.   If  necessary,  site-specific 
mitigations  are  added  to  the  APD  for  protection  of  surface  and  (or) 
subsurface  resource  values  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  activity. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  responsible  for  preparing  the  necessary 
environmental  documentation  for  drilling  proposals  on  the  Federal 
lands.   Applications  for  Permit  to  Drill  single  exploratory  wells  have 
been  categorically  excluded  from  the  preparation  of  Environmental 
Assessments.   If,  however,  one  or  more  of  the  exceptions  to  categorical 
exclusion  apply,  an  Environmental  Assessment  is  prepared. 

When  final  approval  is  given  by  the  BLM  to  drill,  the  lessee  or  operator 
may  commence  construction  and  drilling  operations.   Approval  of  an  APD 
is  valid  for  one  year.   If  construction  does  not  begin  within  one  year, 
the  conditions  of  approval  of  the  APD  must  be  reviewed  prior  to 
approving  another  APD. 

Throughout  the  drilling  operation,  the  BLM  conducts  inspections  to 
ensure  that  the  oil  and  gas  operating  regulations  and  the  conditions  of 
approval  in  the  APD  are  being  complied  with. 

Issuance  of  Rights-of-Way 

Rights-of-way  are  required  for  all  facilities,  tank  batteries, 
pipelines,  and  access  roads  that  occupy  federally  owned  land  outside  the 
lease  or  unit  boundary.   When  a  third  party  (someone  other  than  the 
lessee/operator  or  the  federal  government)  constructs  a  facility  or 
installation  on  or  off  the  lease,  a  right-of-way  is  also  required.   The 
right-of-way  is  issued  by  BLM.   Currently  BLM  is  finalizing  standard 
stipulations  to  be  utilized  by  all  BLM  offices  for  issuance  of 
rights-of-way. 

Plugging  and  Abandonment  of  Wells 

The  purpose  of  plugging  and  abandoning  (P&A)  a  well  is  to  prevent  fluid 
migration  between  zones,  to  protect  minerals  from  damage,  and  to  restore 
the  surface  area.   Each  well  has  to  be  handled  individually  due  to  a 
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combination  of  factors,  including  geology,  well  design  limitations,  and 
specific  rehabilitation  concerns.  Therefore,  only  minimum  requirements 
can  be  established,  then  modified  for  the  individual  well. 

The  first  step  in  the  P&A  process  is  the  filing  of  the  Notice  of  Intent 
to  Abandon  (NIA).   This  will  be  reviewed  by  both  the  Surface  Management 
Agency  (SMA)  and  the  BLM  District  Office.   The  NIA  must  be  filed  and 
approved  prior  to  plugging  a  past  producer.   Verbal  plugging 
instructions  can  be  given  for  plugging  current  drilling  operations,  but 
a  NIA  must  be  filed  after  the  work  is  completed.   If  usable  fresh  water 
was  encountered  while  the  well  was  being  drilled,  the  SMA  will  be 
allowed,  if  interested,  to  assume  future  responsibility  for  the  well  and 
the  operator  will  be  reimbursed  for  the  attendant  costs. 

The  operator's  plan  for  securing  the  hole  is  reviewed.   The  minimum 
requirements  are  as  follows:   In  open  hole  situations,  cement  plugs  must 
extend  at  least  50  feet  above  and  below  zones  with  fluid  which  has  the 
potential  to  migrate,  zones  of  lost  circulation  (this  type  of  zone  may 
require  an  alternate  method  to  isolate),  and  zones  of  potentially 
valuable  minerals.   Thick  zones  may  be  isolated  using  100-foot  plugs 
across  the  top  and  bottom  of  the  zone.   In  the  absence  of  productive 
zones  and  minerals,  long  sections  of  open  hole  may  be  plugged  with 
150-foot  plugs  placed  every  2,500  feet.   In  cased  holes,  cement  plugs 
must  be  placed  opposite  perforations  and  extending  50  feet  above  and 
below  except  where  limited  by  plug  back  depth. 

A  permanent  abandonment  marker  is  required  on  all  wells  unless  otherwise 
requested  by  the  SMA.   This  marker  pipe  is  usually  at  least  4  inches  in 
diameter,  10  feet  long,  4  feet  above  the  ground,  and  embedded  in 
cement.   The  pipe  must  be  capped  with  the  well  identity  and  location 
permanently  inscribed. 

The  SMA  is  responsible  for  establishing  and  approving  methods  for 
surface  rehabilitation  and  detmining  when  this  rehabilitation  has  been 
satisfactorily  accomplished.   At  this  point,  a  Subsequent  Report  of 
Abandonment  can  be  approved. 


IV.    Development  and  Production  Process 

Production  facilities  are  generally  located  on  the  pad  built  prior  to 
the  well  being  drilled.   These  production  facilities  are  identified  and 
approved  in  the  Application  for  Permit  to  Drill  the  well.   Should 
additional  surface  disturbance  be  required  for  production  operations, 
the  lessee  or  operator  must  notify  and  get  the  approval  of  the  BLM 
authorized  officer  prior  to  conducting  the  work.   Monthly  Reports  of 
Production  for  the  well  are  required  from  the  lessee  or  operator. 
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The  Stages  of  Exploration  and  Development 
in  an  Oil  and  Gas  Field 


I.     Preliminary  Investigation 

Oil  and  gas  can  be  discovered  by  either  direct  or  indirect  exploration 
methods  such  as  the  mapping  of  rock  outcrops,  seeps,  borehole  data,  and 
remote  sensing  data.   In  many  cases  indirect  methods,  such  as  seismic, 
gravity,  and  magnetic  surveys  are  required  to  delineate  subsurface 
features  which  may  contain  oil  and  gas. 

Gravity  Surveys  -  Gravitational  prospecting  detects  microvariations  in 
gravitational  attraction  caused  by  the  differences  in  the  density  of 
various  types  of  rock.   Data  derived  from  gravity  surveys  are  used  to 
generate  anomaly  maps  from  which  faults  and  general  structural  trends 
can  be  interpreted. 

Geomagnetic  Surveys  -  Magnetic  prospecting  is  most  commonly  used  for 
locating  metallic  ore  bodies  but  is  used  to  a  limited  extent  in  oil  and 
gas  exploration.   Magnetic  surveyors  use  an  instrument  called  a 
magnetometer  to  detect  small  magnetic  anomalies  caused  by  mineral  and 
lithologic  variations  in  the  earth's  crust.   Magnetic  surveys  can  detect 
large  trends  or  lineaments  in  basement  rocks  and  the  approximate  depth 
to  those  basement  rocks. 

Seismic  Reflection  Surveys  -  Seismic  prospecting  is  the  best  and  most 
popular  indirect  method  currently  utilized  for  locating  subsurface 
structures  which  may  contain  oil  and(or)  gases.   Seismic  energy  (shock 
waves)  is  induced  into  the  earth  using  one  of  several  methods.   As  these 
waves  travel  downward  and  outward,  they  encounter  various  strata,  each 
having  a  different  seismic  velocity.   As  the  wave  energy  encounters  the 
velocity  interface  between  stratigraphic  layers  where  the  lower  stratum 
is  of  lower  velocity,  some  of  the  seismic  energy  is  reflected  upward. 
Sensing  devices,  commonly  called  geophones,  are  placed  on  the  surface  to 
detect  these  reflections.   The  geophones  are  connected  to  a  data 
recording  truck  which  stores  data  on  magnetic  tape.   The  time  required 
for  the  shock  waves  to  travel  from  the  shot  point  down  to  a  given 
reflector  and  back  to  the  geophone  can  be  related  to  depth  by 
multiplying  velocity  by  one  half  the  travel  time.   The  average  velocity 
for  the  section  between  the  surface  and  a  given  reflector  must  be 
estimated  if  no  bore  hole  seismic  data  is  available.   This  velocity 
estimation  is  the  source  of  many  errors  in  the  seismic  interpretation  of 
wildcat  areas.   There  are  many  methods  available  today  which  an 
explorationist  can  use  to  induce  the  initial  seismic  energy  into  the 
earth.   All  methods  require  preliminary  surveying  and  laying  of 
geophones. 

The  thumper  and  vibrator  methods  pound  or  vibrate  the  earth  to  create  a 
shock  wave.   Usually  four  large  trucks  are  used,  each  equipped  with 
vibrator  pads  (about  four-foot  square).   The  pads  are  lowered  to  the 
ground  and  vibrators  on  all  trucks  are  triggered  electronically  from  the 
recording  truck.   Information  is  recorded  and  then  the  trucks  move 
forward  a  short  distance  and  the  process  is  repeated.   Less  than  50 
square  feet  of  surface  area  is  required  to  operate  the  equipment  at  each 
test  site. 
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The  drilling  method  utilizes  truck-mounted  drills  which  drill 
small-diameter  holes  to  depths  of  100  to  200  feet.   Four  to  twelve  holes 
are  drilled  per  mile  of  line.   Usually,  a  50-pound  charge  of  explosives 
is  placed  in  the  hole,  covered,  and  detonated.   The  detonated  explosives 
send  energy  waves  below  the  earth's  surface  which  are  reflected  back  to 
the  surface  from  various  subsurface  rock  layers.   The  holes  are  drilled 
in  a  linear  fashion,  forming  a  line  that  can  be  many  miles  in  length. 
In  rugged  topography,  a  portable  drill  is  sometimes  carried  in  by 
helicopter.   Charges  are  placed  in  the  hole  as  in  a  truck-mounted 
operation.   Another  portable  technique  is  to  carry  the  charges  in  a 
helicopter  and  place  the  charges  on  wooden  sticks,  or  lath,  three  feet 
or  so  above  the  ground.   Charges  used  are  either  2  1/2  or  5  pounds. 
Usually,  10  charges  in  a  line  on  the  ground  are  detonated  at  once. 

A  typical  drilling  seismic  operation  may  utilize  10  to  15  men  operating 
five  to  seven  trucks.   Under  normal  conditions,  three  to  five  miles  of 
line  can  be  surveyed  each  day  using  the  explosive  method.   The  vehicles 
used  for  a  drilling  program  include  several  heavy  truck-mounted  drill 
rigs,  water  trucks,  a  computer  recording  truck,  and  several  light 
pickups  for  the  surveyors,  shot  hole  crew,  geophone  crew,  permit  man, 
and  party  chief.   Public  roads  and  existing  private  roads  and  trails  are 
used.   Off-road  cross-country  travel  is  also  necessary.   Motor  graders 
and(or)  dozers  may  be  required  to  provide  access  to  remote  areas. 
Several  trips  a  day  are  made  along  a  seismograph  line;  this  usually 
establishes  a  well  defined  two-track  trail.   Drilling  water,  when 
needed,  is  usually  obtained  from  private  landowners  or  local  city 
officials. 

II.    Exploratory  Drilling 

Surface  Disturbance  Associated  with  Exploratory  Drilling  -  Upon 
receiving  approval  to  drill  the  proposed  well,  the  operator  moves 
construction  equipment  over  existing  roads  to  the  point  where  the  access 
road  will  begin.   Generally,  the  types  of  equipment  include  dozers 
(track-mounted  and  rubber-tired),  scrapers,  and  motor-graders.   Moving 
equipment  to  the  construction  site  requires  moving  several  loads  (some 
overweight  and  overwidth)  over  public  and  private  roads.   Existing  roads 
and  trails  are  improved  in  places  and  occasionally  culverts  and 
cattleguards  are  installed  if  required. 

The  length  of  the  access  road  varies.   Generally  the  shortest  feasible 
route  is  selected  to  reduce  the  haul  distance  and  construction  costs. 
Environmental  factors,  or  the  landowner's  wishes,  may  dictate  a  longer 
route.   In  rough  terrain,  the  type  of  construction  is  sidecasting  (using 
the  material  taken  from  the  cut  portion  of  the  road  to  construct  the 
fill  portion);  slightly  less  than  one-half  of  the  road  bed  is  on  a  cut 
area  and  the  rest  is  on  a  fill  area.   Roads  are  usually  constructed  with 
an  18-foot-wide  running  surface  (in  relatively  level  terrain).   Soil 
texture,  steepness  of  the  topography,  and  moisture  conditions  may 
dictate  surfacing  the  access  road  in  some  places  but  generally  not  for 
the  entire  length.   The  total  acreage  disturbed  for  each  mile  of  access 
road  constructed  varies  significantly  with  the  steepness  of  the  slope. 

Well  locations  are  constructed  by  one  of  three  different  general  types 
of  construction,  but  in  every  case,  all  soil  material  suitable  for  plant 
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growth  is  first  removed  from  areas  to  be  disturbed  and  stockpiled  in  a 
designated  area.   Sites  on  flat  terrain  usually  require  little  more  than 
removing  the  topsoil  material  and  vegetation.   Drilling  sites  on  ridge 
tops  and  hillsides  are  constructed  by  cutting  and  filling  portions  of 
the  location.   The  majority  of  the  excess  cut  material  is  stockpiled  in 
an  area  that  will  allow  it  to  be  easily  recovered  for  rehabilitation. 
It  is  important  to  confine  extra  cut  material  in  stockpile  rather  than 
cast  it  down  hillsides  and  drainages  where  it  cannot  be  recovered  for 
rehabilitation. 

Rotary  Drilling  -  Starting  to  drill  is  called  "spudding  in"  the  well. 
Initially,  drilling  usually  proceeds  rapidly  mainly  due  to  the 
incompetent  nature  of  shallow  formations.   Drilling  is  accomplished  by 
rotating  special  bits  under  pressure.   While  drilling,  the  rig  derrick 
and  associated  hoisting  equipment  bear  a  great  majority  of  the  drill 
string's  weight.   The  weight  on  the  bit  itself  is  generally  a  small 
fraction  of  the  total  drill  string  weight.   The  combination  of  rotary 
motion  and  weight  on  the  bit  causes  rock  to  be  chipped  away  at  the 
bottom  of  the  hole.   The  rotary  motion  is  created  by  a  square  or 
hexagonal  rod,  called  a  kelly,  which  fits  through  a  square  or  hexagonal 
hole  in  a  large  turntable,  called  a  rotary  table.   The  rotary  table 
sits  on  the  drilling  rig  floor  and  as  the  hole  advances,  the  kelly 
slides  down  through  it.   When  the  kelly  has  gone  as  deep  as  it  can,  it 
is  raised,  and  a  piece  of  drill  pipe  about  30  feet  in  length  is  attached 
in  its  place.   The  drill  pipe  is  then  lowered,  the  kelly  is  attached  to 
the  top  of  it,  and  drilling  recommences.   By  adding  more  and  more  drill 
pipe,  the  hole  can  steadily  penetrate  deeper. 

Drilling  mud  is  circulated  through  the  drill  pipe  to  the  bottom  of  the 
hole,  through  the  bit,  up  the  bore  of  the  well,  through  a  screen  which 
separates  the  rock  chips,  and  into  holding  tanks  from  which  it  is  pumped 
back  into  the  well.   The  mud  is  maintained  at  a  specific  weight  and 
thickness  to  cool  the  bit,  reduce  the  drag  of  the  drill  pipe  on  the 
sides  of  the  well  hole,  seal  off  any  porous  zones,  contain  formation 
fluids  to  prevent  a  blowout  or  loss  of  drilling  fluid,  and  bring  the 
rock  chips  to  the  surface  for  disposal.   Various  additives  are  used  in 
maintaining  the  drill  mud  at  the  appropriate  viscosity  and  weight.   Some 
of  the  additives  are  caustic,  toxic,  or  acidic,  but  these  hazardous 
additives  are  used  in  relatively  small  amounts  during  drilling 
operations. 

Eventually,  the  bit  becomes  worn  and  must  be  replaced.   To  change  bits, 
the  entire  string  of  drill  pipe  must  be  pulled  from  the  hole,  in 
sections  usually  about  90  feet  long,  until  the  bit  is  out.   The  bit  is 
replaced  and  then  the  drill  string  is  reassembled  and  lowered  into  the 
hole,  section  by  section,  and  drilling  is  started  again.   The  process  of 
removing  and  reinserting  the  drilling  string  uses  much  of  the  time 
required  in  drilling. 

Drilling  operations  are  continuous,  24  hours  a  day  and  7  days  a  week. 
The  crews  usually  work  three  8-hour  shifts  or  two  12-hour  shifts  a  day. 
Pickups  or  cars  are  used  for  workers'  transportation  to  and  from  the 
site. 


G-8 


Upon  completion  of  the  drilling,  the  equipment  is  removed.   If  oil  or 
gas  is  not  discovered  in  commercial  quantities,  the  well  is  considered 
dry.   The  operator  is  then  required  to  follow  state  and  BLM  policy 
procedures  for  plugging  a  dry  hole.   The  drill  site  and  access  road  are 
rehabilitated  in  accordance  with  the  stipulations  attached  to  the 
approval  of  the  well  site. 

Casing  and  Cementing  -  Various  types  of  casing  are  placed  in  the  drilled 
hole  to  enhance  hole  integrity  and  to  anchor  both  surface  and  subsurface 
drilling  and  production  equipment.   Casing  is  a  string  of  steel  pipe 
which  is  comprised  of  many  lengths  (about  40  feet  long)  of  individual 
pipe  which  are  "screwed"  together.   Casing  is  cemented  into  the  well  to 
protect  against  fluids  or  rock  entering  the  well  bore. 

Surface  casing  which  is  properly  set  and  cemented  also  protects  surface 
aquifers  from  being  contaminated  by  drilling  and  production  operations. 
Surface  casing  should  be  set  to  a  depth  greater  than  the  deepest  fresh 
water  aquifer  which  could  reasonably  be  developed.   Fresh  water  may 
exist  at  great  depths  but  these  aquifers  are  not  normally  considered  to 
be  important  fresh  water  sources. 

Surface  casing  is  large  enough  to  allow  subsequent  lengths  of  smaller 
casing  to  be  set  as  the  well  is  drilled  deeper.   Cement  is  placed  in  the 
annulus  of  the  surface  casing  from  casing  shoe  to  ground  level.   This 
is,  the  entire  space  between  the  outside  of  the  casing  and  the  borehole 
wall  is  filled.   Generally  only  the  bottom  few  hundred  feet  of 
intermediate  or  production  casing  is  cemented  which  often  leaves  several 
thousand  feet  of  open  hole  behind  some  casing  strings.   Casing  in  open 
hole  (uncemented  annulus)  is  not  considered  adequate  to  protect  zones  of 
fresh  water  or  minerals  from  contamination.   The  annulus  must  be 
properly  filled  with  cement  to  provide  adequate  protection  from 
inter-zonal  migration. 

Currently,  the  operator  is  only  required  to  cement  off  "hydrocarbon 
bearing  zones".   Generally,  operators  define  hydrocarbon  bearing  zones 
to  be  those  zones  which  produce  enough  oil  or  gas  to  measure,  therefore, 
some  hydrocarbon  bearing  zones  are  not  cemented.   Production  casing  or 
liner  is  intended  to  provide  a  conduit  for  the  production  of  oil  and  gas 
so  that  little  or  no  product  is  lost  in  "up-hole  zones". 

Early  wells  had  just  enough  casing  to  support  a  wellhead  and  the 
remainder  of  the  hole  was  generally  open.   Improper  casing  and  cementing 
allows  communication  between  zones  of  hydrocarbons,  salt  water,  and 
fresh  water.   Most  standards  are  difficult  to  set  in  that  cost  is  a 
factor  and  any  job  can  be  "overdesigned" .   Many  "gray  areas"  exist  where 
experts  argue  the  merits  of  one  design  over  another.   One  of  these 
controversial  design  areas  is  hole  size  relative  to  casing  size.   It  is 
questionable  if  a  proper  cement  bond  can  be  obtained  under  these 
circumstances.   Hole  deviation,  depth,  bore  hole  environment,  placement 
of  centralizers  (if  any),  and  a  myriad  of  other  factors  affect  the 
integrity  of  the  casing  and  cement  job.   One  of  the  most  important 
factors  influencing  a  "cement  job"  is  the  pumping  method.   Cement  can  be 
pumped  and  placed  in  any  of  three  flow  regimes:   plug  flow,  laminar 
flow,  and  turbulent  flow.   The  flow  regime  is  a  function  of  the  velocity 
at  which  the  slurry  flows.   Plug  flow  has  a  very  slow  velocity  and  takes 
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the  most  time  to  pump.   Turbulent  flow  requires  high  hydraulic 
horsepower  and  some  service  companies  cannot  pump  cement  in  turbulent 
flow  under  certain  conditions. 

Blowout  Prevention  -  In  the  early  days  of  drilling,  no  blowout 
prevention  equipment  was  used. 

Today  special  attention  is  paid  to  blowout  prevention  and  much  of  the 
equipment  associated  with  drilling  rigs  is  for  handling  excess  pressure 
at  the  surface.   Blowout  prevention  equipment  is  tested  and  inspected 
regularly  by  both  the  rig  personnel  and  the  inspection  and  enforcement 
branch  of  the  BLM.   Reasonably  good  standards  are  currently  in  effect 
and  operators  are  willing  to  follow  them  due  to  the  dangerous  nature  of 
an  uncontrolled  flow  from  the  well.   The  BLM  is  currently  attempting  to 
upgrade  standards  for  blowout  preventer  stack  tests  to  require  full 
working  pressure  tests  instead  of  the  lower  pressures  currently  specific 
in  CDM  643.8.3C-8.   Well  trained  rig  site  personnel  are  a  necessity  for 
proper  blowout  prevention. 

Casing  setting  depth  is  also  important  with  regards  to  blowout 
prevention.   The  casing  shoe  must  be  set  in  rock  which  is  competent  to 
withstand  the  maximum  anticipated  pressure  to  which  it  will  be  exposed. 

Plugging  and  Abandonment  of  Wells  -  The  purpose  of  plugging  and 
abandoning  (P&A)  a  well  is  to  prevent  fluid  migration  between  zones,  to 
protect  minerals  from  damage,  and  to  restore  the  surface  area.   Each 
well  has  to  be  handled  individually  due  to  a  combination  of  factors, 
including  geology,  well  design  limitations,  and  specific  rehabilitation 
concerns.   Therefore,  only  minimum  requirements  can  be  established,  then 
modified  for  the  individual  well. 

Ill .   Development  and  Production 

Well  Completion  -  Completion  of  a  well  calls  for  the  installation  of 
steel  casing,  which  is  cemented  in,  to  provide  stability  and  to  protect 
specific  underground  zones.   The  casing  is  perforated  into  the  zone  or 
structure  containing  the  oil  or  gas.   The  equipment  installed  on  the 
casing  of  a  producing  well  consists  of  various  valves  and  pressure 
regulators  which  are  used  to  control  the  oil  or  gas  flow  to  production 
facilities. 

Pipeline  quality  gas  at  the  wellhead  requires  a  minimum  of  processing 
equipment.   As  the  quality  of  gas  decreases  with  the  increased  presence 
of  water,  dissolved  solids,  or  liquid  hydrocarbons,  the  amount  of 
processing  equipment  increases.   Water  or  liquid  hydrocarbons  in  the  gas 
are  removed  before  the  gas  is  mixed  with  other  gas,  usually  at  the 
wellhead.   If  liquid  hydrocarbons  are  present,  storage  facilities  (tank 
batteries)  are  required  tor  the  liquids  until  they  accumulate  in 
sufficient  quantities  to  be  hauled  out  by  large  trucks. 

Oil  wells  can  be  completed  as  flowing  (those  wells  with  sufficient 
underground  pressure  to  raise  the  oil  to  the  surface)  or  if  the  pressure 
is  inadequate,  they  are  completed  with  the  installation  of  pumps, 
usually  pumpjacks.   Pumpjacks  come  in  a  variety  of  sizes,  the  larger 
ones  reaching  a  height  of  30  to  40  feet.   Pumps  are  powered  by  internal 
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combustion  engines  or  electric  motors.   Fuel  for  the  engines  may  be 
casinghead  gas  or  propane. 

BLM  regulations  (NTL-4A)  prohibit  the  flaring  or  venting  of  natural 
gas.   In  Wyoming  exceptions  permitted  are:  1)  during  testing  of  a  new 
well,  or  2)  when  the  amount  of  gas  produced  with  the  oil  is  so  small 
that  pipeline  construction  is  not  practical. 

The  production  equipment  ( heater-treater,  holding  facility  for 
production  water  (if  any  is  present),  and  tank  battery)  are  either  paced 
on  a  portion  of  the  location  (on  cut  rather  than  fill)  or  located  a 
short  distance  from  the  wellhead  along  the  access  road.   Production 
facilities  are  usually  painted  black,  silver,  or  with  company  colors, 
unless  otherwise  specified.   The  heater-treater  and  tanks  are  surrounded 
by  earthen  dikes  to  contain  accidental  spills.   Either  all  the 
facilities  may  be  fenced,  or  only  the  production  water  pit  may  be  fenced, 

Enhanced  Recovery  Projects  -  An  oil  reservoir  typically  contains  oil, 
gas,  and  water  trapped  within  fine  rock  pores  under  tremendous 
pressures.   Because  of  the  pressure,  much  or  all  of  the  gas  is  dissolved 
in  the  oil.   "Primary  drive"  is  by  the  expansion  of  pressurized  water 
and  gas  in  solution  which  forces  oil  out  of  the  pores  into  the  well  and 
up  to  the  surface.   Oil  flowing  out  of  the  rock  drains  energy  from  the 
formation;  pressure  in  the  reservoir  begins  to  slowly  decline;  primary 
drive  diminishes  and  the  production  rate  falls.   As  reservoir  pressures 
continue  to  drop,  gas  in  the  oil  escapes,  forming  bubbles  in  the  rock 
pores.   This  further  retards  the  flow  of  oil  and,  in  time,  flow  all  but 
ceases.   At  this  point,  as  much  as  80  percent  of  the  original  oil  may 
still  remain  in  the  reservoir. 

To  keep  oil  flowing,  pressure  is  required.   Pumps  may  lift  oil  to  the 
surface,  but  only  pressure  within  the  reservoir  can  force  oil  into  the 
bottom  of  the  well  bore.   To  accomplish  this,  gas  may  be  injected;  but 
the  most  popular  "secondary  recovery"  technique  is  waterf looding.   Water 
is  injected  into  the  producing  formation  to  replace  the  volume  of  oil 
extracted  and  provides  a  driving  force  as  well  as  maintains  reservoir 
pressure.   In  reservoirs  that  are  receptive  to  it,  waterf looding  may 
push  out  an  additional  30  percent  of  the  original  oil  in  place.   Water, 
which  does  not  mix  with  oil,  generally  leaves  about  half  the  original 
oil  behind  in  the  form  of  small  droplets  trapped  by  capillary  forces  in 
the  rock  pores.   Releasing  oil  that  water  alone  will  not  move  requires 
either  chemicals,  solvents,  or  heat.   But,  waterf looding  is  not  a  last 
ditch  remedy  applied  only  to  dying  reservoirs.   Water  injection  wells 
may  be  drilled  in  newly  discovered  fields,  along  with  development  wells 
to  maintain  pressure  as  early  as  possible  and  lengthen  the  life  of  the 
reservoir. 

Carbon  dioxide  (C02)  is  also  injected  into  oil  reservoirs,  sometimes 
after  waterf looding,  to  recover  more  oil.   Ideally,  for  most  efficient 
displacement,  C02  should  mix  with  the  oil;  but,  it  does  this  only 
gradually,  if  at  all.   Moving  through  the  reservoir,  C02  will  extract 
some  of  the  lighter  hydrocarbons  from  the  oil;  and  as  it  becomes 
enriched  with  these,  it  achieves  a  composition  which  allows  it  to  mix 
with  the  oil.   From  this  point  on,  a  "miscible  flood"  is  achieved  which 
should  displace  virtually  all  of  the  oil  from  the  rock  matrix. 
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Among  thermal  processes,  steam  accounts  for  the  bulk  of  recovered  oil. 
Steam  recovers  77  percent  of  all  oil  produced  by  enhanced  recovery 
methods.   Unlike  chemicals,  which  alter  the  relationship  of  oil  to  the 
flooding  medium  and  to  the  reservoir  rock,  steam  helps  heavy  oil  to  flow 
by  reducing  its  viscosity,  and  by  thermal  expansion  within  the 
reservoir.   Steam  distillation  also  assists  in  moving  oil,  particularly 
lighter  oils. 

IV.    Abandonment 

When  work  has  been  completed  on  a  well,  or  an  oil  field  is  depleted,  the 
abandonment  of  the  well  or  field  begins.   On  an  exploration  well  the 
hole  must  be  properly  plugged  and  marked,  and  the  drill  site  reclaimed. 
Oil  field  abandonment  requires  the  removal  of  all  facilities  and 
plugging  of  all  production  wells.   The  area  must  be  cleaned  up  and 
reclaimed  so  that  potential  hazards  are  removed  and  the  area  is  again 
returned  to  full  multiple  use. 
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APPENDIX  I 


Formation  Spring  Meeting/Field  Trip 
May  1,  1987 

On  May  1,  1987  representatives  from  the  City  of  Soda  Springs,  private 
concerns,  industry  and  BLM  met  in  Soda  Springs.   The  purpose  of  this 
meeting/field  trip  was  to  clarify  and  evaluate  concerns  associated  with 
Formation  Springs  (refer  to  hearing  comments  from  Robert  Kimball,  Charles 
Trost,  Ariel  Larson,  Mike  Panting,  and  Clayton  Schmitt,  as  well  as  letter 
comments  numbers  23  and  24).   As  a  group  we  toured  the  area,  both  private 
and  public  lands,  around  Formation  Springs.   As  a  result  of  the 
meeting/field  trip  and  study  reports  developed  on  the  spring,  the  BLM 
developed  a  proposed  management  prescription  for  the  340  acre  tract  of 
public  land  lying  east  of  the  spring  site;  please  refer  to  Required 
Management  Actions,  Soils  and  Watershed  section  of  the  proposed  plan. 

The  study  reports  identified  above  are: 

1.  Potential  for  impacts  on  Formation  and  Ledge  Springs  from  Phosphate 
Prospecting  Permit  1-9350,  Dr.  Dale  R.  Ralston. 

2.  Phosphate  Prospecting  Permit  Application  1-9350,  James  Esget,  Idaho 
Falls  District  Hydrologist. 

If  you  are  interested  in  obtaining  a  copy  of  these  reports,  please 
contact  the  Idaho  Falls  District. 
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APPENDIX 


Mineral  Closures  and  No  Surface  Occupancy  Areas,  Alternative  B. 


Table  J. 1  lists  all  the  closed  areas  in  the  proposed  plan. 
To  use  this  table,  the  reader  should  refer  to  Maps  B3  and  B4. 

For  instance,  the  Downey  Watershed  (located  about  5  miles 
northeast  of  Downey,  Idaho)  is  number  12  on  Maps  B3  and  B4« 
Referring  to  Table  J.l,  it  is  noted  that  this  area  is  closed  to 
all  solid  leasables,  locatables,  and  mineral  materials.  However, 
are3i    12  is  open  to  fluid  minerals  leasing  with  a  No  Surface 
Occupancy  (NSO)  stipulation. 

The  letters  on  the  first  page  of  Table  J.l  refer  to  the 
reasons  why  the  areas  ^re    closed  (see  second  page  of  table) .  For 
instance,  the  "f"  shown  on  the  same  line  as  the  Downey  Watershed 
means  that  this  is  a  discretionary  closure,  an  ACEC  designation 
to  protect  surface  resources,  etc. 
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Table  J.l  -  Areas  Closed  to  Mineral  Leasing,  Location,  and  Mineral  Materials  Disposal 
Under  the  Proposed  Alternative,  Alternative  B. 


Name  or  Designation 
for  Restrictions 

1.  Gray's  Lake  NWR  HQ 

2.  Bear  Lake  NWR 

3.  Bear  River  Reclamation  Project 
(Oneida  Narrows  Dam  &  Reserv.) 

4.  Soda  Point  Project 

5.  Last  Chance  Project 

6.  Soda  Springs  Project 

7.  Fort  Hall  Indian  Irrigation  Project 
(Pelican  Slough  and  Blackfoot  Reserv.) 

8.  Bray's  Lake  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

9.  Indian  Rocks  State  Park 

10.  Cre-Act  Corp.  R  fc  P.P. 

11.  Fawn  Mountain  State  Park 

12.  Downey  Watershed  ACEC/PWR 

13.  Petticoat  Peak  WSA 

14.  Worn  Creek  WSA 

15.  Travertine  Park  ACEC 

16.  Stuip  Creek  ACEC 

17.  Cheatbeck  Canyon  RNA/ACEC 

18.  Dairy  Hollow  RNA/ACEC 

19.  Foraation  Cave  RNA/ACEC 

20.  Oneida  Narrows  RNA/ACEC 

21.  Travertine  Park  RNA/ACEC 

22.  Pine  6ap  RNA/ACEC 

23.  Robber's  Roost  Creek  RNA/ACEC 

24.  Coiflunications  Sites 

25.  Public  Water  Reserves 

26.  Historical  Sites  &  Trails 

27.  Power  Site  Reserves 

28.  Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  (R&PP) 


Letters  refer  to  reasons  for  closure,  see  following  page. 


TYPE 
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f 
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NSO 
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NSO 
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1 

NSO 

IB 
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NSO 

NSO  =  Open,  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation 
Blank  =  Open  to  minerals 


1/  -  NSO  on  only  15,880  acres. 
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LIST      OF      REASONS      FOR      CLOSURE 
These  letters  are  keyed  to  Table  J.l 

a.  A  non -discretionary  closure.  These  are  wilderness  study  areas  to  be  managed  in 
compliance  with  the  BLH's  Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands 
under  Wilderness  Review.  See  page  18  of  the  EIS. 

b.  A  non-discretionary  closure.  This  is  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  administrative 
headquarters  for  Bray's  Lake  NWR.  The  land  was  withdrawn  under  P.L.O.  4596, 
4/10/69. 

c.  A  non-discretionary  closure.  The  is  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife's  Bear  Lake 
Wildlife  Refuge.  It  was  withdrawn  under  P.L.O.  4415  and  P.L.O.  4545.  It  is  a  highly 
productive  waterfowl  area. 

d.  A  discretionary  closure.  This  is  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife's  Gray's  Lake 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  supports  the  largest  greater  sandhill  crane  nesting 
populations  in  the  world.  The  Refuge  was  established  June,  1965  under  an  MOD  with 
BIA.  A  critical  habitat  boundary  has  also  been  established  under  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  of  1973. 

e.  A  discretionary  closure.  This  is  the  State  of  Idaho's  Fawn  Mountain  State  Park 
and  is  intensively  utilized  by  recreationists. 

f.  A  discretionary  closure.  An  ACEC  designation  is  to  protect  and  prevent 
irreparable  damage  to  inportant  historic,  cultural,  or  scenic  values,  fish  and 
wildlife  resources,  or  other  natural  systems  or  processes,  or  to  protect  life  and 
safety  from  natural  hazards.  See  Section  103,  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  (PL  94-579).  The  Downey  Watershed  Public  Hater  Reserve  (PWR)  was  withdrawn 
under  Executive  Order,  PWR  68  dated  12/29/19,  which  withdrew  the  area  from  all  forms 
of  appropriation. 

g.  A  non-discretionary  closure  to  mining  claim  locations.  A  discretionary  closure  to 
mineral 

material  disposals.  Reclamation  withdrawls  and  hydroelectric  power  projects.  Lands 
are  withdrawn 

to  protect  water  storage  areas  for  proposed  or  operating  irrigation  and 
hydroelectric 

facilities.  The  Bear  River  Reclamation  project  was  withdrawn  by  Secretarial  Order  of 
7/15/43. 

There  are  currently  3620.46  acres  under  withdrawl  for  power  projects.  Reclamation 
and  power 

project  withdrawals  are  open  to  mineral  leasing  with  USBR  and  FERC  concurrence, 
h.  A  non-discretionarv  closure.  There  are  approximatley  30,772  acres  of  mineral 

estate  withdrawn  for  the  Fort  Hall  Indian  Irrigation  Project  (including  9600  acres 

of  Gray's  Lake  NWR).  These  withdrawls  were  authorized  by  Secretarial  Orders  in  1907, 

1912,  1922,  1926,  1932,  1936,  and  E.0.  4474. 
i.  A  discretionary  closure.  Indian  Rocks  State  Park  is  an  R&PP  to  the  State  of  Idaho 

State  Parks  Dept.  There  are  2,888  acres  closed  to  locatable  mineral  and  mineral 

materials, 
j.  A  discretionary  closure.  An  R&PP  to  Cre-Act  Corp.  There  are  594  acres  closed  to 

locatable  minerals  and  mineral  materials, 
k.  A  discretionary  closure.  A  total  of  42  individual  communications  sites  (760 

acres)  are  dosed  to  mineral  materials. 
1.  A  discretionary  closure.  A  total  of  350  acres  in  Shield  Canyon  have  been 

classified  as  a  public  water  reserve  (PWR  125)  and  are  closed  to  mineral  entry. 
i.  A  discretionary  closure.  Segments  of  various  historic  trails,  roads,  and 

railroads  have  been  classified  as  closed  to  mineral  matierals  to  protect  the 

integrity  of  these  identified  cultural  resource  sites, 
n.  A  discretionary  closure  for  proposed  RNA/ACEC. 
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